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Current Topics. 
The Colonial Stock Act, 1900, 

rom A notice which we print elsewhere, it will be seen that 
Union cf South Africa 4 per cent. Consolidated Stock (1943-— 
1963) has been added to the investments authorized by the 
Trustee Act, 1893, subject to the restrictions imposed by section 
2 (2) of that Act. 

County Boroughs. 

THE DEPUTATIONS which have been received lately by the 
Prime Minister from the County Councils Association and the 
Municipal Corporations Association have raised an important 
question as to local government. Prima facie, the county is the 
unit of higher local government, and both urban and rural 
districts are subordinate to the county council. But some 
sixty towns, which in 1888 had 50,000 inhabitants, or had 
previously been separate counties, became under the Local 
Government Act, 1888, “county boroughs,” and as such ranked 
as separate administrative counties ; and provision was made for 
the admittance of further towns into the same class when their 
population rose to 50,000. Under section 54 the council of a 
borough which has attained this size may represent to the Local 
Government Board, that “it is desirable” to constitute the 
borough into a county borough, and thereupon the board, unless 
for special reasons it thinks that the representation ought not 
to be entertained, must ho!d a local inquiry, and may make or 
refuse an order for the proposal, but the order is provisional only 
until it is confirmed by Parliament. Some fifteen county boroughs 
have becn constituted under this provision, including Blackpool, 
Bournemouth, Grimsby, Oxford, Southport, and Warrington, 
and now Cambridge and Luton desire the same privilege. ‘The 
statute requires that the change should be “desirable,” but on 
what grounds the desirability is to be tested it is silent. The 
counties concerned object, because their assessable area will be 
unduly diminished, but it seems difficult to read into the Act an 
instruction that boroughs which have earned county rank should 
be required to sacrifice themselves for the rest of the county. 
As matters stand, the Local Government Board appear to have 
no option except to allow the constitution of new county boroughs 
to go on in the natural course ; any arrangement for the sharing 
of the burdens of the county must be the result of fresh 
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Mineral Rights Duty and Copyholids. 

THE ASSESSMENT of the land duties imposed by the Finance 
Act, 1910, has already raised several important questions, and 
not the least interesting is the point as to mireral rights duty 
which was decided by the Court of Appeal in Inland Revenue 
Commissioners v. Joicey (p. 557, ante). Under section 20 of the 
Act, there is to be charged in each year a duty at the rate of 
5 per cent. on the rental value of all rights to work minerals 
and of all mineral wayleaves. In the case of minerals under 
copyholds, it is familiar law that, in the absence of special 
custom, the minerals belong to the lord, but the possession is in 
the tenant, and hence the lord cannot work them without the 
tenant’s consent: see Eardley v. Granville (3 Ch. D. 826). In 
the case in question, the manor was in Durham, and this 
arrangement was varied by a special custom, under which 
the lord was entitled to get the minerals by underground 
workings, but his right was subject to the qualification 
that he must not let down or otherwise damage the surface. 
Lessees of the minerals from the lord had already worked them 
so far as compatible with safety to the surface, but they 
required to work them free from this restriction, and accordingly 
obtained from the copyholder a demise of the right to work the 
minerals under his land, without leaving any support for the 
surface, for the residue of the term of the original lease at a 
royalty per ton. ‘The Commissioners of Inland Revenue 
contended that this was a demise of a right to work minerals or 
of a wayleave within the meaning of section 20, and claimed 
mineral rights duty on the rental value. But the Court of 
Appeal, aflirming HorRIDGE, J. (1915, 1 K. B. £58), reject d 
the claim. Whatever the form of the grant, the copyholder could 
not effectually demise a right to work minerals, since he had no 
such right himself. All he could do was to release the restriction 
on the lord’s right, which the custom established in his favour, 
but this release did rot attract mineral rights duty. 


Indemnity Claims in Workmens Compensation 
Cases. 

THE DECISION of the Court of Appeal in Nettleingham & Co. v. 
I’, H. Powell & Co, (reported elsewhere) appears to be the 
unforeseen result of the divided jurisdiction ot the High Court 
and the county court. Section 6 of the Workmen’s Compensa- 
tion Act, 1906, provides for the case of a workman being 
entitled to compensation under circumstances which create a 
legal liability to damages in some person other than the 
employer. ‘The workman can claim both damages azainst such 
third person and also compensation under the statute, but he 
cannot recover both damages and compensation. If, however, 
he recovers compensation, then the employer is entitled to be 
indemnified by the person liable to pay damages ;and_ his right 
to, and the amount of, the indemnity is, in the atsence of agree- 
ment, to besettled by action, or, by consent of the parties, by 
arbitration under the Act. Thus the statute gives a clear 
right of action for the indemnity, and if this exceeds £100, 
the action will be properly brought in the High Court ; 
and there are no _ provisions qualifying this right. Tte 
County Court Rules, however, make expres provision 
for the protection of persons liable to pay an indemnity, 
Such persons are, of course, interested in seeing that the amount 
of compensation, the burden of which they are to bear, is 
properly ascertained, and rules 19 and 24 provide that the 
employer, if he intends to claim indemnity, must give notice of 
his claim ten days before the arbitration in which the compensa- 
tion is to be assessed. The third party can then appear on the 
arbitration, and dispute either the claim to compensation or his 
own liability to indemnify the employer ; and in proceedings in 
the county court to enforce the indemnity, the giving of this 
notice is a condition precedent: Appleby v. Horse'ey Co. (1899, 
2 Q. B. 521, C. A.). It appears, however, from the judgment of 
the Court of Appeal, in Nettleingham & Co. v. F. H. Powell & Co. 
(supra), that there is no such condition when the action of 
indemnity is brought in the High Court. The Workmen’s Com- 
pensation Rules govern the procedure in the county court, but 
not in the High Court, and an action in the High Court will lie, 


principle, however, the condition applies to the High Court as 
much as to the county court. Such an anomaly could hardly 
exist if the two tribunals formed branches of the same court, 
and it should, of course, be removed. 


The Meaning of ‘‘ Civil Commotion.” 

THERE IS a legend current among Old Bailey practitioners to 
the effeet that a sometime Recorder of London once directed the 
jury to acquit a prisoner, accused of stealing a Chubb’s key, on 
the ground that this form of chattel was unknown to the common 
law, and had never been expressly made the subject of larceny by 
any statute ; hence, there was no property in it of which the 
owner could be dispossessed ! Doubtless this story is as apocryphal 
as others chronicled only by that most diligent of law reporters, 
Ben TROVATO ; but, at any rate, it serves to point a moral and 
adorn a tale. It caricatures, not unhappily, a certain tendency 
of English case law, the tendency to decide matters of modern 
oceurrence upon narrow principles laid down under totally 
different conditions a century or two ago. This tendency is 
aptly illustrated in the recent case of London and Manchester Plate 
Glass Insurance Co. (Limited) v. Heath (Zimes, 7th inst.), where 
the Court of Appsal, affirming Mr. Justice BUCKNILL, 
reluctantly felt obliged to follow the definition of “civil commo- 
tion” laid down by Lord Chief Justice MANSFIELD in the third 
quarter of the eighteenth century. An action was brought by an 
insurance company against an underwriter who had re-insured 
part of the obligations of the company, under policies covering 
‘damage to plate glass caused directly by or arising from civil 
commotion or rioting.” The damage suffered was, in fact, caused 
by the combined action of certain militant suffragists who 
attacked a number of West End shops ; the insurance company 
paid up under their policies, and then sought to recover against 
the re-insurers, It was met by the contention that the disturb- 
ance which did the mischief was neither “ civil commotion ” nor 
“riot.” This contention was based upon a definition of the 
former word given by Lord MANSFIELD in Langdale vy. Mason 
(reported in Park’s Marine Insurance, Vol. IL, p. 965). “I 
think a civil commotion is this,” he said, “ an insurrection of the 
people for general purposes, though it may not amount to a 
rebellion weere there is usurped power.” Now, the suffragist 
disturbance did not satisfy this definition, because (1) the ladies 
concerned could not be described as “the peopla” or any con 
siderable body ef it; (2) their actions did not amount to an 
“insurrection,” and (3) “ public tumult,” the mark of such an 
insurrection, did not result from their conduct. But, as Lord 
Justice VAUGHAN WILLIAMs hinted in his judgment, the world 
has grown gentler in its methods than is was in the time 
of lord MANSFIELD ; probably the acts of the militant ladies 
cause to-day as great an amount of civic disturbance or “ civil 
commotion,” in the popular sense of that phrase, as did the vio- 
lence of Lord Grorck Gorpon’s rioters in a more tur. ulent 
age. But the definition of Lord MansrikLp s ands until the 
Legislature chooses to alter it ; persons who effect re-insurances 
and draft documents must be presumed to use that term in the 
sense he gave it. Since that was so, there had been no “civil 
commotion,” and the re-insurer could not be made liable under 
the policy. 

Representative Actions. 

ANOTHER QUESTION, arising out of the excessive zeal with 
which ladies of militant suffragist views have thought it necessary 
to advertise their cause, has likewise been betore the courts 
during the past week. In Robinson & Cleaver vy. Lawrence and 
Others (Times, 8th inst.), certain shopkeepers whose windows were 
breken during the now historic window-breaking raid of March 
lst, 1912, brought an action in conspiracy against the members 
of the Women’s Social and Political Union, which tad organized 
the raid. Five of the union’s leading membirs were named In 
person as defendants on the writ, namely, Mr. and Mrs. 
LAWRENCE, Mrs, PANKHURST and Miss CHRISTABEL PANK- 
HURST, and Mrs. MapeL Tuke. The other members were 
equally defendants, but owing to their number could 
not be conveniently sued as individuals; and therefore 
Mrs. TUKE was sued in a second and additional capacity—namely, 
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adopted by virtue of ord. 16, r. 9, which permits the 
selection of one or more representative defendants, in lieu of a 
class to which the selected names belong, when that class is 
very numerous, yet consists of persons “having the same interest 
in one cause or matter.” At common law, of course, no such 
method of using representative parties was permitted, either in 
the case of plaintiffs or defendants; only a natural person or an 
artificial person (corporation) could take legal proceedings. 
Equity, however, always permitted a trustee to represent his 
beneficiaries, and, in a proper case, one of the latter might 
represent the class to whivh he belonged. After the Judicature 
Acts, ord. 16, r. 9, extended this principle to all kinds of 
actions, whether in law or in equity ; and frequent cases of its 
use are in the reports. Thus, where a club committee consisted 
of thirty persons, a member suing the committee obtained from 
Mr. Justice KAY, in spite of the committee’s objections, an order 
authorizing him to select two members of the committee as 
representing the others, and to name them in the writ: Andrews 
vy. Salmon (1888, W. N. 102). In the present action, judgment 
was obtained ayainst all members of the defendant union who 
had joined before the 1si of March, 1912, the date of the raid. 


Purchases under Voluntary Settlements. 

WE PRINT elsewhere a letter relating to purchase under a 
voluntary settlement. Asa matter of fact, our correspondents 
have overlooked the decision of the Court of Appeal last year in 
Ite Hart (1912, 3 K. B. 67), but itis so easy to overlook cases, 
and the peint is of so much importance, that we may take the 
opportunity of calling attention to the extent of the protection 
now afforded to a purchaser under a voluntary settlement. 
Section 47 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, says that a voluntary 
settlement sball, in certain circumstances, be void against the 
trustee in bankruptcy. Two views have been taken of this pro 
vison. In te Brall (1893, 2 Q. B. 381), VauGHAN WitiiaMs, J., 
held that “ void” meant “ voidakle,” and that a purchaser who 
took, before avoidance by the trustee, for valuable consideration 
without notice of the bankruptcy, obtained a good title against 
the trustee. In Ite Carter & Kenderdine (1897, 1 Ch. 776), the 
Court of Appeal held that “ void” had its ordinary meaning, but 
the settlement was only “ void ” against the trustee in bankruptcy, 
and it could not be void until there was a trustee in 
existence; though it was admitted, apparently, that when 
he was appointed, his title would relate back to the act of 
bankruptey. This validated purchases under the settlement 
before an act of bankruptcy by the settlor, but rendered 
purchases after the act of bankruptcy liable to become invalid if 
an adjudication followed upon that act ; and Puittiore, J., 
followed this view in Ite J/art (1912, 2 K. B. 257), and allowed 
the trustee in bankruptcy to upset a sale of settled shares which 
had taken place after the act of bankruptcy, but before adjudi- 
cation. The extreme inconvenience of this result induced 
the Court of Appeal to reverse this decision, and in effect, to 
drop Le Carter & Kenderdine (supra) and go back to Le Brall, 
so that the purchase was held to be good on the ground that the 
settlement was only voidable by the trustee, and his right to 
avoid it ceased upon a purchase for value without notice. 
Thus a purchaser without notice of any act of bankruptcy is 
safe from attack under section 47 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, 
and it may be added that he is safe also from attack by creditors 
under 13 Eliz. c. 5: Halifax Joint Stock Banking Co. v. Gledhill 
(1891, 1 Ch. 31). 


Through Contracts of Carriage. 


WHEN A contract provides for the performance of a number 
of services by one and the same contractor, it is not always easy 
to say whether there exists a series of severable contracts, or 
only one entire and indivisible contract. In practice, the answer 
often is important. For example, if, before the whole ccntract 
has been completely performed, some unforeseen contingency 
renders performance no longer possible, the contractor's rigitt to 
recover upon the performed portions depends on whether or not 
they are divisible from the unperformed portion. In the same way, 
if one part is tainted with illegality, ¢.y., is in restraint of trade, 
the contract as a whole is not affected by the invalidity of the 





tainted part, if the remainder can be severed from that part. An 
interesting problem in the application of this principle was set 
for the Divisional Court, on an appeal from the City of London 
Court, in the recent case of Western Electric Co. (Limited) v. 
Great Eastern Railway Co. (1913, W. N. 171). The defendant 
company carried goods by sea as well as by rail, under a private 
Act, which applied to their sea traffic the provisions of the Rail- 
way and Canal Traffic Act, 1854. Now section 7 of that Act 
declares that conditions attached to consignment notes, which are 
not “ just and reasonable” shall be invalid. It is now well settled 
that a condition exempting the carrier from liability for loss due 
to his servants’ negligence is unreasonable, and therefore 
invalid, unless the owner of the goods consigned is offered the 
option of sending them at a higher rate, involving carrier’s risk, 
as well as at a lower rate, involving owner's risk: Riggall v. Great 
Central Railway Co. (1909, 14 Com. Cases, 259) ; Jenkins v. Great 
Central Railway Co, (1912, 1 K. B. 1). In the present case the 
carriers accepted goods belonging to the plaintitf for carriage on 
a through-contract, both sea and land, which exempted them 
from liability for their servants’ negligence; while in land 
transit, the goods were lost as the result of such negligence. 
Now, as regards the land-transit, the carriers had offered the 
option of a higher rate at carriers’ risk ; as regards sea-transit, 
they had offered no such option. Clearly, then, as regards land- 
transit, the condition was not unreasonable; as regards sea- 
transit, it was unreasonable and invalid. Could the contract be 
severed into two, one relating to land-transit, in which the 
condition would be valid, and one relating to sea-transit, in which 
it would be invalid? If so, since the loss occurred during the 
land-transit, the exception would be good and would protect the 
carrier. Had the sca-transit and land-transit been services 
rendered by different carriers, although the through-contract was 
entered into with one only, probably the court would have 
treated it as severable. But since all the services were to be 
performed by one and the same carrier, this view was not tenable, 
and the court decided against it. 

Visits of Counsel to Prisoners in Cells. 

IN A newspaper report of a case which recently came before 
the Recorder of the City of London, it was stated that tho 
counsel for the prisoner had visited bim in his cell, and the 
Recorder, as we understand the report, expressed his strong disap- 
proval of any such visit by a member of the bir. The learned 
counsel, on the other hand, said that he had made the visit 
accompanied by the solicitor who had retained him, and that 
such visits were not unusual, and wereoften necessary for the 
defence. Counsel, as is well known, receive what are called 
“dock briefs,” that is to say, they receive instructions for the 
defence of a prisoner without the intervention of a solicitor, and 
in such cases it is usual for them to confer with the prisoner in 
the dock. We cannot see why there should be any difference, in 
point of etiquette, between such cases and those in which the 
prisoner is confined in his cell. It may occasionally be necessary 
to exercise some control over such visits, but there is nothing 
to shew that they lead to any of the abuses said to prevail 
in foreign countries. In “ Jerome Paturot,” a well-known French 
work, there is the story of an advocate in search of a practice, in 
which the learned gentleman describes how, as a last resource, 
he visited the police courts in the hope of finding a prisone: 
with no one to defend him. The hope was a vain one, for these 
courts were as much captured as other tribunals. The advocates 
maintained their hold of their clients. They procured the lists 
of the cases which were fixed for hearing, and hunted down the 
prisoners in their cells. Such irregularities, which appear to be 
tolerated in France, are, we believe, wholly unknown in this 
country. 


The Trial of Cases Connected with Mercantile 
Frauds. 

THE sittings of the Central Criminal Court are not infrequently 
protracted by the trial of what are known as “Long Firm 
cases "—indictments for obtaining goods on credit by false 
pretences, and for offences by debtors in contemplation of bank- 
ruptcy. Cases lasting, as these sometimes do, many days must 
seriously interfere with the despatch of business, and one is 
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disposed to ask for the reason why trials occupy a much 
longer space of time than was usual in the early part of the 
last century. One reason is supposed to be the larger propor- 
tion cf cases in which the Treasury has the control of the 
prosecution. In cases where the Treasury is prosecutor, the 
preliminary inquiry before the magistrate is often, we believe, 


prolonged without regard tothe expense of the proceedings, and, 


the practice of bringing the whole evidence taken on the initial 
inquiry before the judge of the trial court at the hearing of the 
case is not consistent with the speedy termination of cases of 
intricacy and difficulty. A reform of the procedure attending 
the commitment of persons for trial has not, so far as we know, 
been recommended, but it is obvious that our courts of summary 
jurisdiction are in many respects ill adapted for minute investiga- 
tien of mercantile transactions, 


The Assessment of Damages in 
Patent Actions. 


WHEN a patentee in an action for infringement is held entitled 
to damages, the amount of the damages to be awarded is, in the 
great majority of cases, not easy to ascertain. It is perfectly 
well settled that this amount is one which can rarely be made 
the subject of exact arithmetical calculation. It really is a 
matter in which the tribunal has to exercise its discretion, 
subject to this, that, prima facie, the measure of damages is the 
amount of profit which the patentee would have made had he 
himself sold the infringing articles ; but this prima facie amount 
is liable to reduction when the circumstances of the case are 
taken into consideration. The matter recently came before the 
Scotch Court of Appeal in the case of Vatson, Laidlaw & Co. 
(Limited) v. Pott, Cassels and Williamson (30 R. P. C. 285). 
ah . 4 

There the patentees had claimed £5,000 damages, and the 
defenders had tendered £1,500. The matter came before the 
Lord Ordinary, who heard witnesses and counsel, and awarded 
the patentees £1,500, but gave no reasons for fixing this sum, 
and said that under the circumstances it was neither desirable 
nor necessary to give any. 

It appeared that the defenders had sold 252 infringing 
machines, and that if the patentees had sold these machines 
their profits would have amounted to nearly £5,000. They 
appealed to the Second Division of the Inner House, who 
reversed the Lord Ordinary and awarded them £3,000 damages. 
Lord Dunpas, who delivered the leading judgment, said :— 

** The defenders have admittedly sold a large number of machines 
containing this invention. Each such sale was a legal wrong, and 
prima facie a ground of damages; and the measure of damage is 
prima facie the amount of, profit whieh the pursuers could have made 
if they had effected these salesthemselves. This view is, I think, ¢ 
sensible one, and supported by the authorities to which we were 
referred. But the prima faci — in any given case may be, 
more or less readily, and more or less materially, altered by other 
considerations arising on a purview of the whole circumstances. 
For example, the nature of the trade in question, the area of its 
exercise, and the volume of competition, must be considered. If 
the area of trade competition is very wide and the number of rival 
competitors in the field very numerous, the less reason will there be 
for assuming that a pursuer would, if the defender had not sold a 
given number of his patented article, have himself been in a posit'on 
to effect as large a number of sales, and at his usual profit. Again, 
the prima facve presumption may be greatly weakened if it appears 
that the number of infringing sales was due largely to the superior 
business energy, skill and activity of the defender in pushing trade 
upon the market. Whether or not a pursuer may fairly claim, as 
an item of damages, that he has been compelled, owing to the 
(efender’s illegal actings, to sell some of his machines at a lower 
price than usual, is, I think, a question to be decided on the cireum- 
stances ofeachcase . .. . 

“TI have now indicated in a general way the elements which | 
consider onght to be taken into account in assessing damages in a 
ease like this, and my views as to the particular circumstances here 
present. One must, in familiar parlance, use a broad axe, I am 
clearly of opinion that the pursuers are entitled to very substantial, 
and not’to mere nominal, damages. I can find no basis in the 
evidence to support a figure in the region of the Lord Ordinary’s 
award of £1,500. The problem is no doubt difficult ; but upon the 
best consideration I can give to the case I think that £1,500 is a 
quite inadequate sum, and that we should not be treating the 
defenders with any severity, but it may be with some ieniency, if 
We assess the damage payable to the pursuers (as I propose that we 
should do) at a sum of £3,000,” 





In this judgment Lord SALVESEN, Lord GUTHRIE and the Lord 
Justice Clerk concurred. The case well illustrates what we 
stated above that, while the amount of damages can rarely be 
made the subject of exact arithmetical examination, this amoun: 
is really in the discretion of the tribunal assessing the damages ; 
and it is one upon which different minds may come to different 
conclusions. In the case under notice, the Lord Justice Clerk, 
while concurring in the amount of damages being fixed at £3,000, 
said that, had the question been for himself alone, he did not 
think he would have held £3,000 to be sufficient. Two things 
stand out clearly in this case—one, that in assessing the damages 
in a patent action, all the circumstances of the case must be taken 
into consideration ; the other, that in estimating the amount of 
damages to be paid by an infringer, the tribunal ought to give 
its reasons for such estimate. 








The Burden of Making Up Reputed 
Highways. 


AN interesting point in highway law, to which we have already 
shortly referred ( ante, p. 168), was decided recently by the 
Court of Appeal in Cababé v. Waltcn upon Thames District Council 
(1913, 1 K. B. 481). The decision affects all persons—especially 
those in urban districts—whose lands are subject to a right of 
highway over an unmade roadway, where the public user has 
long existed. It is proposed in this article to point out the bear- 
ing which the recent decision has upon the liability of such 
owners, and to shew the importance of preserving evidence of 
such user prior to 1835. 

The mere existence of a highway predicates a dedication by a 
private owner of part of his land to the public for use asa means 
of passage, and this dedication may be either express or implied. 
Implied dedications are held to have taken place where the 
public are found to have used the way in fact. In order to 
establish a dedication by user the circumstances must be such 
that a jury might fairly draw the inference from the long and 
open user by the public that the owners of the fee have chosen 
to consent : see per BLACKBURN, J., in Greenwich Board of Works 
v. Maudslay (1870, L. R. 5 Q. B. 397, at p. 404). From this, 
however, it is not to be taken that time is the essential element 
in cases of implied dedication. On the contrary, the inference 
may be drawn from facts pointing to the intention on the part 
of the owner to give up his property to the use of the 
public where the actual public user has only been of short 
duration. Yet, as Gipps, J., said in Woodyer v. Hadden (1813, 
5 Taunt. 125, at p. 136), time is an ingredient; and MANs- 
FIELD, G.J., in the same case commented severely on Lord 
KENyon’s judgment in the Foundiing Hospital Case (11 East 
375 n.), where eight years’ user was held sufficient to support the 
inference of dedication. In tho last-mentioned case the public 
had used the way for many years, but the servient land had been 
in lease up to some eight years prior to the action, and 10 
dedication could be implied during the currency of the lease. 
‘“‘T never could discover,” said MANSFIELD, C.J. (5 Taunt., at p 
142), “when the dedication [in the Foundling Hospital Cas 
began : he [Lord KENYON] says that during the lease there was 
no dedication, but that eight years’ acquiescence afterwards were 
sufficient : he says that, in another case, six years were held to 
be enough, not naming the case; if six years, why not one? 
why not half a year? It would then become necessary for every 
reversioner coming into possession of bis estate after a lease, 
instantly to put up fences all round his property to prevent 
dedication.” 

At common law a highway is repairable by the inhabitants of 
the parish at large : per ASTON, J., in Jt. v. Great Broughton (1771, 
5 Burr. 2700). Excluding the rare cases of repair ratione tenuru: 
and ratione clausurae, the law throws no obligation on the owner 
of land over which a highway passes to concern himse!f with the 
repair of the highway. It follows, therefore, that an owner 
whose interest it might be to have a highway over his land might 
cast the burden of repair on the inhabitants at large by dedicating 
part of his land to the public as a highway. This, no doubt, 
from the point of view of the owner developing his land for 





tha: 
ded 
vay 








June 14, 1913. 





THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & W 








EEKLY REPORTER. _[Vol. 57.]_591_ 








building purposes, was most satisfactory ; but it threw an undue 
burden on the inhabitants of the parish at large, and, as was 
pointed out by Farwet, L.J., in the recent case (1913, 1 K. B. 
at p. 489), it was the reason why the Legislature altered the law 
by section 23 of the Highway Act, 1835. 

Section 23 of the Highway Act, 1835, enacted in effect that 
no road or occupation way made or thereafter to be made by 
and at the expense of any individual or private person, should 
be deemed to be a highway which the inhabitants of any parish 
should be liable to repair, unless the person proposing to 
dedicate such highway to the public use should have made up the 
road or way in a substantial manner, and should have obtained 
a certificate from the surveyor and two justices that the con- 
ditions of the section have been duly complied with. Under the 
section the certificate is to be enrolled at quarter sessions, and 
after the roadway has been used by the public and duly repaired 
and kept in repair by the intending dedicator for twelve months, 
the roadway is thenceforth to be repairable by the parish. 

The section affects dedication made subsequently to the passing 
of the Act. It does not, however, prevent a road being held to 
be a highway on proof of user by the public since 1835, merely 
because it cannot be shewn that the formalities of the section 
have not been complied with. There are several cases on this 
point, which is one of importance. In Roberts v. JZunt (1850, 15 
Q. B. 17) it was argued that no road was tobe deemed a highway 
after the passing of the Highway Act, 1835, unless the conditions 
of section 23 had been performed, which, in that case, had not 
been done. “Do you contend,” asked Lord Campsa.t, C.J., of 
counsel, “that the way may not be one which the public is 
entitled to use, though the parish be not bound to repair it? If 
this were not a highway, the owners of the land might resume it, 
even if they had given notice of dedication. Section 23 calls the 
road there spoken of a highway before the steps are taken for 
making it repairable by the parish.” WIGHTMAN, J., in the 
same case observed that the words of the section were not, that 
the roadway should be no highway, but that it should not “be 
deemed” a highway repairable by the parish, ‘ That,” added 
Lord CAMPBELL, “implies that it shall be a highway for other 
purposes.” Their lordsbips then -indicated their opinion that 
section 23 did not touch the question of the road being a highway, 
but only exempted the parish from repairing it. The cases of 
R. v. Wilson (1852, 18 Q. B. 348) and Fenwick v. Rural Sanitary 
Authority of Croydon (1891, 2 Q. B. 216) may be cited as authori- 
ties on the same point. 

In the light of these authorities it might reasonably be surmised 
that the court would not find that a highway, dedicated since 
1835, could be repairable by the inhabitants at large, unless the 
road had been made up and the formalities prescribed by section 
23 of the Highway Act, 1835, had been observed. But in JP. y. 
Thomas (1857, 7 E. & B. 399) the court came to a different 
conclusion. In that case certain commissioners had been 
appointed under a local Act of Parliament, and empowered 
to make and maintain a new line of road. This road was 
compl ted in part, and in part never even made up. In 1844 
a certain Turnpike Act came to an end by efiluxion of time, and 
things then reverted to the state they were in at common law 
before the Act was passed. The owner of the land might have 
resumed the soil. There was in law no power to dedicate 
the road during the currency of the Turnpike Act, so 
that under the circumstances there could have been no 
dedication before 1844. The public had, in fact, used the 
way; but, on the other hand, it was clear that the pro- 
vision of section 23 of the Highway Act, 1835, had never 
been observed, as the road had not been madeup. The question 
for the court’s decision was whether the unmade part of the 
road which had, in fact, been used by the public, was a highway 
repairable by the inhabitants at large, and it was held that it 
was, “It is said,” said CoLERIDGE, J. (at p. 406), “that 
section 23 interposes a difficulty, for this was a road which it 
was sought to turn into a highway. But this depends upon 
whether the section applies to such a case. It appears that 
the Legislature contemplated the case of a private person making 
a road for the purpose of dedicating it, and not such a 


case as this.” ‘The question,” said Crompton, J. (at p. 408), 





“we are asked is whether there was any evidence that the road 
in question ever became a highway compulsorily repairable by 
the parish.” His lordship then referred to the fact that a rate 
had been made at parish meetings for twenty-eight years, and 
pointed out that that was evidence that the parish was liable to 
repair. In passing, it may be observed that certain dicta of 
Bacon, V.C., in Healey v. Corporation of Batley (1875, L. R., 
18 Eq. 375, at pp. 392, 393), also suggest that highways dedi- 
cated since 1835 may be repairable by the inhabitants at large, 
although the formalities of the section have not been complied 
with. 

Turning now to the statutes which constitute the code 
whereby a private owner may be charged with the expenses of 
making up a highway passing over or by his land, these are, the 
Public Health Act, 1875, the Public Health Acts Amendment 
Act, 1890, and the Private Street Works Act, 1892. Briefly put, 
section 150 of the first of these three Acts enacts that where any 
street within any urban district (not being a highway repairable 
by the inhabitants at large) is not made good to the satisfaction 
of the authority, the authority may require the adjoining owners 
to make it good. If this requisition is not complied 
with, the authority may execute the works and recover 
the expenses from the owners. Section 41 of the Public 
Health Acts Amendment Act, 1890, provides that whenever the 
works mentioned in section 150 of the Public Health <Act, 
1875, have been executed in a street by the urban authority, 
that authority, if of opinion that the street ought to 
become a highway repairable by the inhabitants at large, may 
declare the same to be such, and forthwith the street is to become 
a highway repairable by the inhabitants at large. But under 
this section a majority of the adjoining owners may prevent the 
street becoming a highway repairable by the inhabitants at 
large ; although it is difficult to see how any person could be 
interested in putting the veto into operation. Under the 
Private Strect Works Act, 1892, an urban authority may adopt 
the provisions of the Act, which may be extended also by the 
Local Government Board to rural districts—a point of import- 
ance, 

In the recent case before the Court of Appeal, referred t0 
above, the question arose whether a roadway, not expressly 
dedicated, but used by the public under circumstances from 
which it was to be inferred that an implied dedication had taken 
place since 1835, was a highway repairable by the inhabitants at 
large, although there was no evidence that the provisions of 
section 23 of the Highway Act, 1835, had been complied with. 
The local authority had ordered ithe road to be made up under 
the Private Street Works Act, 1892, and had treated the appel- 
lant, who was a frontager, as liable to contribute to the cost. The 
appellant contended, amongst other things, that the highway was 
one repairable by the inhabitants at large—a contention which, 
had it succeeded, would have displaced the powers of that Act. 
The Court of Appeal held that the roadway was a highway ; 
that dedications of this kind fell within section 23 of 
the Highway Act, 1835, and that, inasmuch as there was 
nothing to shew that the provisions of the section had ever been 
complied with, it could not be held that the highway was a high- 
way repairable by the inhabitants at large. Their lordships 
expessed their disagreement with the dicta of the judges in Jt. v. 
Thomas (supra) cited above, and with the dicta of Bacon, V.C. 
in Healey vy. Corporation of Batley (supra) to which reference has 
been made. 

Thus, it is clearly to the interest of any owner whose land has 
been used by the public for the purposes of passage, to preserve 
such evidence as may be available that the public used the way 
prior to 1835; for he may find himself charged under the three 
Acts mentioned above with the cost of making up the road, and 
be unable to shew that the dedication must be taken to have 
occurred, and the way to have become repairable by the public, 
before the Highway Act, 1835, came into force, 
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Reviews, 


Compensation. 


Tue Law or DAMAGES AND Compensation. By F. O. ARNoLp, 
M.A., B.C. (Cantab.), Barrister-at-Law. Butterworth & Co. 
10s. 6d. net. 

In the present work the author has aimed at ‘setting out, in as 
compendious a form as possible, the,principles to be deduced from 
the decided cases, coupled with references in the footnotes to all the 
cases upon which such deductions have- been based. He includes 
both the subject of damages generally, and the special subjects of 
compensation under the Lands Clauses Acts and other statutes which 
require compensation to be assessed. But the treatment of these 
matters is necessarily kept distinct. An introductory chapter classi- 
fies and defines the various kinds of damage, including special 
damage, as to which the judgment of the Court of Appeal delivered 
by Bowen, L.J., in Rateliffe v. Evans (1892, 2 Q. B. 524) is now the 
leading authority, and the next chapter defines the measure of 
damages, distinguishing in this respect between actions of contract 
and tort, and noticing the wider range which is allowed in actions 
of the Jatter kind. Then in successive chapters Mr. Arnold takes 
up the consideration of the damages recoverable in —— 
matters. The special rule which restricts damages for breach of 
contract by a vendor of land to the purchaser's out-ot-pocket 
expenses (see Bain v. Fothergill, L. R.7 H. L. 158)—-unlesa, indeed, the 
breach is wilful—is concisely stated, and there is an interesting 
section on the breach of covenants for title ; but we are not sure that 
the author has appreciated the distinction between the measure of 
damages according as the breach sued on is a breach of the covenant 
for right to convey or for quiet enjoyment. “In the former case the 
damage is the loss at the time of conveyance; in the latter, it 
probably includes any appreciation in the value of the premises since. 
Mr. Arnold appears to apply this latter measure to breach of the 
covenant for right to convey. Damages recoverable for breach of 
leasehold covenants are dealt with in considerable detail, and the 
section on covenants to repair contains a useful and reliable state- 
ment of the distinctions taken in recent cases, such as Vddetts v. 
Conquest (1896, A. C. 490) and Lurcott v. Wakley (1911, 1 K. B. 
905), according as the breach is during or on the determination of 
the lease, and according to the condition of the premises at the 
beginning of the lease. Other chapters. deal. with damages in 
reference to sale of goods and torts to personal property ; contracts 
of carriage, and personal torts; and, as stated above, a chapter is 
devoted to statutory compensation, but this does not aim at 
giving more than the MP ma on which compensation under various 
statutes is assessed. The book covers a very wide field, and 
is the result of a capable and painstaking examination of the 
authorities. 





Books of the Week. 


Selden Society.—Select Charters of Trading Companies. 
A.D. 1530-1707. Edited by Ceciir T. Carr, Barrister-at-Law. 
Bernard Quaritch. 

Company Law.—Treatise on the Conversion of a Business 
into a Private LimitedCompany. By Cecit W. Turner, Barrister-at- 
Law. Third Edition. The Solicitors’ Law Stationery Society 
(Limited). 6s. 7 

Land Duties.—Finance (1909-10) Act,’ 1910. Duties on 
Land Values. Reports of Cases before Referees and in the High 
Court on the Interpretation of Part IL. of the Act. By THropore 
CHamBers, F’.S.1., and A. H. F. Prerry, M.A., B.C.L., Barrister-at- 
Law. — Land Union Journal, St. Stephen’s House, Westminster. 
10s, 6d, 








Correspondence. 


The Liability of Members of Associations. 

[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.] 

Sir,—The effect of the decision in the recent case against the 
Women’s Social and Political Union is to incorporate every loose 
organization, and to make everyone who subscribes half-a-crown to 
a particular object responsible for all the extravagant things which 
may be done in the course of its execution. 

That people should be subjected to such liabilities without any 
service of process, or any opportunity of justifying themselves, would 
surely constitute a novelty in English jurisprudence. The Rule of 
Court which enables “representative ” actions to be brought can 
hardly have been intended to cover cases such as this, where the 
participation (if any) in the tort varies so infinitely in degree. 

Temple, June 9. T Baty. 


Voluntary Settlements. 

[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.) 

Sir,—As we read the case of Re Carter & Kenderdine’s 
Contract (1897, 1 Ch. 776), a voluntary settlement does not, under 
section 47 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, in the event of the bank- 
ruptey cf the settlor, under the circumstances in the section 
mentioned, become void against the trustee in the bankruptcy «/ 
initro, but only as from the date of the act of bankruptcy, and bona 
fide purchasers for value who have, before that date, purchased 
property comprised in the settlement, whether from the trustees of 
the settlement or the volunteers claiming under it, get a good title. 

If we have correctly interpreted the decision in that case, it 
clearly only protects a bona side purchaser for value who purchases 
before the date of the act of bankruptcy, so that he who buys 
between the date of an act of bankruptcy and the bankruptcy founded 
on such act, loses the property he has paid for. 

That being the case, no man can safely purchase property the 
title to which is derived under a voluntary settlement, within ten years 
from its date, lest he lose the property by reason of the settlor 
becoming bankrupt on an act of bankruptcy occurring before the date 
of the purchase, and which act of bankruptcy the purchaser has 
no means of discovering at that date. SOLICITORS 

June 11. 

[See observations under “ Current Topics.”—Ep. S./.] 





Mortgages by Demise. 
[V'o the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.) 


Sir,—The cases you quote towards the end of your reply to my 
previous letter, viz., Jmray v. Oakshette and Matthews v. Smallwood 
are not exactly in point. I am thinking of the case where consent 
to the mortgage having been duly obtained, the mortgagor swhsz- 
quently assigns or sub-lets without a fresh consent. Surely the 
court would not refuse relief to the mortgagee. Ss. 

June 6. 

[In the cases referred to, the court refused relief because there had 
been negligence on the part of the under-lessee in not inquiring as to 
the terms of the forfeiture clause, and in not discovering that a right 
of forfeiture arose before or on the granting of the under-lease, 
Where the breach by the lessee is subsequent to the under-lease 
negligence cannot be imputed, and we agree that the court would 
not refuse relief in such a case.—Ep. S./.| 





Substituted Site Values. 

[Zo the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.) 
Sir,—Some district valuers contend that a landowner must produce 
deeds in his possession, which they require to see in support of a 
claim by the owner for substituted site value, at their offices, and 
that the owner cannot require them to attend at his house or his 
solicitor’s office in the same town to inspect the deeds. 

We say that the general rule that deeds must be inspected at the 
house of the person entitled to their custody, or the office of his 
solicitor, applies in the case in question, and we shall be glad to have 
your opinion, or that of any of your readers, on the point. 

The valuation officials admit that in the case of property in 
mortgage they cannot require production of the deeds at their 
offices. SoLiciTors., 
June 11. 

[As between vendor and purchaser, the rule is no doubt as stated 
by our correspondents. But under section 2 (3) of the Finance Act, 
1910, an owner who wishes to obtain a substituted site value has to 
prove certain facts to the commissioners. Is it not reasonable for 
the commissioners to require the proof to be furnished, if practicable, 
at their own office —Eb. S..7.] 


CASES OF THE WEEK. 
Court of Appeal. 


STANLEY BROS. (LIM.) v. NUNEATON CORPORATION. 
No, 2. 8th and 29th May. 


Water—Suppty sy Contract—Money Parp unpeR Bona Five Mistake 
—Ciam to Recover Money Overparp>—‘ Icnorantia Lecis.”’ 


In 1900 a company entered into an agreement with the borough cor- 
poration, as the water authority, that in the event of their being 
unable to obtain sufficient water for the purposes of their brick and 
tile works from their own sources of supply the Corporation would 
supply them with water at a cost price not exceeding 2d. per 1,000 











gallons. Previous to this agreement they had taken water from the 
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corporation, and had paid the ordinary rate charged to customers of 
8d. per 1,000 gallons, and they continued to do so down to 1910. They 
then claimed that they were entitled to have had the water supplied 
to them at 2d. per 1,000 gallons, and demanded a return of 6d. per 
1,000 gullons overpaid during the preceding ten years, as money paid 
under a mistake of fact. The arbitrator found, as a fact, that if the 
claimants were so entitled to be supplied with water under the covenant 
they were, during the whole of the ten years in question, bona fide 
ignorant of their legal rights in this respect, and one of the questions 
stated by him for the opinion of the court was whether, in the cir- 


cumstances, the claimant had paid the money they sought to recover 


under a mistake of law or under a mistake of fact. 


Held, reversing the decision of Bailhache, J., that the money had | 
been paid under a mistake of law, but whether it was paid under a | 


mistake of law or fact it could not be recovered, as, in the opinion of 
the court, the condition precedent to the right to demand a supply 


at the lower rate, namely, a notice that their own supplies had become | 


exhausted, had not been complied with. 


Appeal by the corporation from a decision of Bailhache, J. (reported 
ll L. G. R. 397, 107 L. T. 760). The claimants were the owners of a 
colliery and of certain brick and tile works, for which a supply of 
water was necessary. In 1897 they were posseseed of two shafts, 
known as the ‘“‘A”’ and ‘‘B”’ shafts. These two shafts had been 
abandoned as colliery shafts, and it was then proposed to eink shaft 
“C."" When this had been done they had a superfluity of water, and 
after certain negotiations with the corporation, the water authority 
for the district, an agreement was entered into by which the corporation 
purchased the water supply on terms for their undertaking. By this 
agreement, which was made in 1900, it was agreed that if the claimants 
were unable to obtain sufficient water for the purposes of their works 
from all their available sources of supply, the corporation should 
supply them with water at cos tprice, not exceeding 2d. per 1,000 gallons. 
They went on taking water from the corporation as before, paying for 
what was used at the rate of 8d. per 1,000 gallons; but in 1910 their 
attention was called to this provision to supply at 2d., and they claimed 
a return of 6d. per each 1,000 gallons, as money paid under a mistake 
of fact. The arbitrator found, as a fact, that if the claimants were 
so entitled to be supplied with water under the covenant, they were, 
during the whole period between 1900 and 1910, bond fide ignorant of 
their legal rights in this respect, and one of the questions stated by 
him for the opinion of the court was whether in the circumstances the 
claimants had paid the money they sought to recover under a mistake 
of law or a mistake of fact. Bailhache, J., held that upon the true 
construction of the covenant the claimants were entitled to be supplied 
with water at the lower rate, and that whether their ignorance of their 
rights was due to their having forgotten the existence of the covenant, 
or to their having made a mistake as to its construction, the ignorance 
was not such a mistake of law as precluded them from recovering such 
tum of money as the arbitrator, in one of the alternatives submitted to 
the court, found to be due to them, so far as the claim was not barred 
by the Statute of Limitations. The corporation appealed. 


VaucHan Witttams, L.J., said the arbitrator had left four questions 
for the opinion of the Court :—(1) Upon the construction of the agree- 
ment, were the corporation liable, in the event of the company being 
unable to obtain from all their available sources sufficient water for the 
purposes of their said works, to supply the company with water at a 
cost price not exceeding 2d. per 1,000 gallons, to the extent that the 
company might be unable to obtain sufficient water from their own 
sources, such supply being given through, and taken from, the water 
mains of the corporation, vested in and used by them as the water 
undertakers of the Borough of Nuneaton? (2) Was the corporation 
bound to supply the company to the extent that they were unable to 
obtain sufficient water for some, or any, of the purposes of their works 
by reason of any defect in the quality thereof? (3) Whether what the 
company had paid in excess was paid under a mistake of fact? (4) 
Did the Statute of Limitations apply in this case? In his lordship’s 
opinion the water supplied to the corporation was to be commercial 
water, and was therefore not limited to merely pumping the water 
into Messrs. Stanley Bros. reservoirs. With regard to (2), he thought 
the answer should have been ‘‘No,” and that that question had 
wrongly been answered by the learned judge, for the liability to eupply 
arose only by failure of quantity, and not quality. Dealing with 
question (3), he thought the money paid was paid under a mistake of 
law. He did not decide, however, on that ground, that the claimants 
could not recover, but based his decision on the ground that their 
right to demand water at the lower rate was a right which only came 
into force where there had been notice given to the corporation that 
all the available supplies of the company were exhausted, and thev 
required water for their mick glazing, and admittedly no such notice 
had been given. It was unnecessary to consider the fourth question, 
and he expressed no opinion as to it. 


Hamiton, L.J., and Bray, J.. gave judgment to the same effect. 
he appeal was therefore allowed, with costs; no coste of the ttial 
to either side; the costs of the arbitration to be decided by the 
arbitrator.—Counser, for the appellants, Hugo Young, K.C., and 
ethune ; for the respondents, 7. H. Joy and J. F. Fales. Soxrcrrors, 
Wood, Bigg, &: Nash, for F. C. Clay, Nuneaton : Walmsley & Stanbury 
for W. W. Alderman. : 
[Reported by Ensrree Rerp, Barrister-at-Law.] 
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NETTLEINGHAM & CO. (LIM.) v. F. H. POWELL & CO. 
No, 2. 6th June. 

WorRKMEN’sS COMPENSATION—INDEMNITY—NEGLIGENCE OF THIRD PARTY 
—Tuirp Party Notice not GIVEN BEFORE ACTION BRouGHT—RIGH1 
To Maintain Action APART FROM THE RuLES—WORKMEN’s COMPEN- 
saTION Act, 1906 (6 Epw. 7, c. 58), s. 6@-WORKMEN 3s COMPENSATION 
Russ, 190/-1912, rr. 19, 24. 

An employer can, if he chooses, exercise his right to claim indemnity 
by action under section 6 (2) of the Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1906, 
independently of the rules under that Act as to third party procedure. 

Appeal by the defendants (third party) against a judgment of Philli- 
more, J. (reported 1913, 1 K. B. 113, 5 B. W. C. C. 262). The plaintiffs 
were corn merchants and the defendants were the owners of the s.s. 
Norfolk Coast. On the 18th of February, 1911, the ship was alongside 
the plaintiffs’ wharf at Gravesend discharging a cargo by means of a 
winch on the ship, worked by one of the defendant’s servants. Owing to 
the negligence of the defendants’ winchman a workman named Collyer, 
who was employed by the plaintiffs, was injured. In arbitration 
proceedings under the Act Collyer was awarded compensation and 
costs. The plaintiffs thereupon commenced this action against the 
defendants to recover the amount they had paid under the arbitration 
award. The defendants pleaded inter alia that rules 19 and 24 of the 
Workmen’s Compensation Rules, 1907-1912, had not been complied 
with, and the plaintiffs were therefore not entitled to maintain the 
action. Phillimore, J., held that compliance with rule 24 was not 
a condition precedent to the plaintiffs’ right of indemnity, and that 
the action was maintainable under section 6 (2). Accordingly judgment 
was entered for the plaintiffs for the sum claimed. The defendants 
appealed, and submitted that the learned judge was wrong in holding 
that compliance with rule 24 was not a condition precedent to main- 
taining an action. Further, where the defendants could shew that they 
had been prejudiced by absence of notice they were entitled to judg- 
ment, and here they could have called further medical evidence in the 
arbitration, which probably would have resulted in an award for a 
lesser sum being made. ’ ats 

Vaucnan WittAms, L.J.—In my judgment the decision of Philli- 
more, J., in this case was right. I think that rules 19 and 24 of the 
Workmen’s Compensation Rules, 1907-1912, to which we have been 
referred by Mr. Neilson, do not apply to an action in the High Court, 
and therefore an employer is at liberty to exercise his right of action 
under section 6 (2) independently of the rules as to thind party 
procedure. : : 
~ Bucxiey, L.J.—I agree. I think that Phillimore, J., was right in 
the reasons and the conclusion to which he came. 

Hamittox, J.—I agree. I think this appeal fails, and must be dis- 
missed with the usual consequences. Appeal dismiesed, with costs.— 
Counset. Neilson, for the appellants; 7’. Hollis Walker, K.C., and 
Harold Morris, for the respondents. Soticrrors, for the appellante 
(the third party), Holman, Birdwood, & Co. ; for the respondents (the 
employers), William Hurd & Son, 

[Reported by ERskINe Rerp, Barrister-at-Law.] 


High Court—Chancery Division. 
Re FRESHWATER, YARMOUTH, AND NEWPORT RAILWAY CO. 
Eve, J. 4th June. 

Rarway—AprorntMeNT OF RECEIVER AND MANAGER—PETITION BY 

ASSIGNEE oF JupGMENT CREDITOR—‘‘ PERSON WHO HAS RECOVERED 


JupoMent ’’—Ratpway Compantes Act, 1867 (30 & 31 Vicr. c. 127), 


s. 4. 

An assignee of a judgment creditor is a person who has recovered 
judgment ” within the meaning of section 4 of the Railway Companies 
‘Act. 1867, and may therefore petition for the appointment of a receiver 
and manager of the undertaking of the company. 

Goodman v. Rebinson (18 Q. B. D. 332) applied and followed. 


se 








June 14, 1913. 
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Chis was a petition under the Railway Companies Act, 1867, for the 
ippointment of a receiver and manager of the undertaking of the 
Freshwater, Yarmouth and Newport Railway Co. The company was 
incorporated in 1880, and was being worked by the Isle of Wight 
Central Railway Co. under an agreement of the llth of August, 1911, 
which expires on the 30th of June, 1913, as from which time the Ceutral 
Railway Co. will cease to work the railway 
Messrs. Bird, Hodges, & Regnart were registered holders of debeuture 
stock of the company to the nominal amount of £16,685, and cn the 
9th of December, 1912, they recovered judgment against tie company 
for £15,266, and there was due and owing under the judgment £15,552. 
The petitioner had recently acquired, and was the registered holder of, 
the £16,685 debenture stock, and on the 22nd of May, 1913, Messrs. 


Bird, Hodges, & Regnart assigned to the petitioner the £15,552 owing | 


on the judgment and the full benefit of the judgment. The Railway 
Companies Act, 1867, s. 4, provides that the rolling stock and plant 
of a railway company is not liable to be taken in execution, but the 
person who has recovered judgment may obtain the appointment of a 
receiver, and if necessary of a manager, of the undertaking of the com 
peny. The question raised on the petition was whether an assignee of 


judgment creditor was a person who had recovered judgment within 


the meaning of section 4 
Eve, J.—I do not think I need put the petitioner to the expense of 
joining the assignors as co-petitioners. I think sufficient authority for 


making the appointment is to be found in Goodman v. Robinson (18 | 


Q. B. D. 332 It is true that that decision has been criticised in 
Forster v. Baker (1910, 2 K. B. 636, 642), but it has never been over- 
ruled. Moreover, it was decided by a judge peculiarly cognisant of 
such matters, and is in accordance with common sense. I hold, 
therefore, that an order can be made on the petition of an assignee 
of a judgment creditor.—CounsEL, Austen-Cartmell, H. C. Bischoff ; 
P.M. Walters. Soricrrors, Peake, Bird, Collins, & Co.; F. W. Orr. , 
[Reported by 8. E. Wit11ams, Barrieter-at Law. 


CASES OF LAST SITTINGS 
High Court—Chancery Division. 


te PREMIER UNDERWRITING ASSOCIATION (LIM.). Ex parte 
GREAT BRITAIN MUTUAL MARINE ASSOCIATION (LIM.). 
Neville, J. 24th April. 


URANCE Company—Company Limitep By GUARANTEE AND Not HAVING 
its Capitat Divipep into SHares—WINDING-UP—PAST AND PRESENT 
\MemBers—List or Contrisurories—-‘‘ A” List—* B” List Com- 
‘NleES Act, 1862 (25 & 26 Vicr. c. 89), ss. 9 (4) ann 38. 

Section 38, sub-section 3, of the Companies Act, 1862 (25 & 26 Vict. 
‘ 89), which provides that no past member of the company shall be 
liahle to contribute to the assets af the company in a winding-wp, unless 
it appears that the existing members are unable to satisfy the contribu- 
f required, applies to companies limited by quaranteée, and accord- 
y, where the liquidator had placed both past and present members of 
company limited by quarantee on one list of contributories. a past 
iber was entitled to have his name removed therefrom. ; 


} 


Chis was a summons taken out by the Great Britain Mutual Marine 
Assoc iation (Ltd.), asking that the list of contributories of the Premier 
Underwriting Association (the ‘‘A’’ list) might be varied by excluding 
its name therefrom, on the ground that, inasmuch as it had ceased to 
be a member of the Premier Association on the 17th of February, 1908 
its liability (if any) as a contributory was that of a past member, and 
that it ought to be on the “B”’ list. In 1903 the Premier Under. 
writing Association (Limited) was formed, under the Companies Acts 
with the object of carrying on the usual business of a marine insurance 
company. The terms of the fifth clause of its memorandum of aseocia- 
tion were identical with section 9 (4) of the Companies Act, 1862, except 
that the liability of its members was limited to £5 per policy. The 
articles provided that the association should consist of the several 
persons and corporations, who should for the time being be insured, or 
should have entered or agreed to insure in the association, steamships 
or other insurable interests connected therewith; and that every person 

nd corporation who insured or re-insured any steamship or other 
irable interest connected therewith in the association, should, as 
fom the date of such insurance, be deemed to have become a member 
f the association, and every such person and corporation should be 
emed to have ceased to be a member so soon as they should no longer 
have any steamship or other insurable interest in connection therewith 
nder insurance in the association. The Great Britain Mutual Marine 
\ssociation (Limited) from time to time effected re-insurances with the 
Premier Association on the mutual principle, but all such re-insurances 
expired on the 20th of February, 1908, and as from that date the Great 
Britain Association ceased to be a member of the Premier Association 
and in July, 1908, all accounts between the two aseociations were s: ttled. 
On the 17th of February, 1909, the Premier Association went into 
voluntary liquidation, and the liquidator settled only one list of con- 
tributories on which he placed both past and present members of the 
association. Counsel for the applicante contended that if and so far 
as they were liable at all, they were liable as past members of the 
association, and as such should have been placed on a separate list, as 
they came within section 38, subsection (3) of the Companies Act, 1862 
26 Vict. c. 89). Counsel for the liquidator contended that, in 


In December, 1912, | 


the case of a company limited by guarantee, this section did not apply, 
because it was not possible to say who were past members. 

Nevitte, J., after stating the facte, said: Section 38 of the Com- 
panies Act, 1862 (25 & 26 Vict. c. 89), applies not only to a company 
limited by shares, but also to a company limited by guarantee, and not 

| having its capital divided into shares. In my opinion the past and 
present members of a company limited by guarantee ought not to he 
| placed on the same list of contributories. I accordingly direct the list 
| of contributories of the Premier Underwriting Association to be varied 
by excluding therefrom the name of the Great Britain Mutual Marine 
| Association.—CounsEL, Peterson, K.C., and Walters; T. J. C. Tomlin. 
Soxicrrors, Downing, Handcock, & Co.; Coward & Hawksjey, Sons, & 
Chance. 
[Reported by L. M. May, Barr'ster-at-Law.] 


Re PREMIER UNDERWRITING ASSOCIATION (LIM.). Ex parte JOHN 
CORY AND OTHERS. Neville, J. 24th and 25th April. 


Insurance Company—Wunp1nc-up—Company LimiTep BY GUARANTE! 
AND Not Havre rrs Caprrat D1vipep Into SHARES—CONTRIBUTORIES 
MEMORANDUM AND ArticLes oF AssocIATION—CONSTRUCTION 
Drrectors To Be Ex-orricro ‘‘ MemBers ’’—WHETHER LIABLE As Con 
TRIBUTORIES—SUMMONS TO VaRy—Compantes Act, 1862 (25 & 2¢ 
Vict. c. 89), ss. 9 (4) anv 23, Scneputp II., Fors B—Companirs 
(Consotrpation) Act, 1908 (8 Ep. 7, c. 69), ss. 24 anp 118, ScHEpvtt 
III., Form B. 

Some managers and directors of certain shipping companies had 
become directors of a marine insurance company, limited by guarante:, 
but had never held any policies with that company, which had now 
gone into voluntary liquidation. 

Held that, considering the nature of the marine insurance company, 
these directors, although stated to be ex-officio members of the com- 
| pany, were not members with the liabilities of ordinary members, and 

that, accordingly, their names ought not to have been placed on the list 

of contributories by virtue only of their being directors of the marin 
insurance company. This decision was to be without prejudice to th 
liquidator’s right to put these applicants, or any of them, on the list 
of contributories in any other capacity if he should subsequently decide 
| to do so. 

| This was a summons to vary the liquidator’s list of contributories of 

| the Premier Underwriting Association by removing the names of Cory, 

Doughty, Macarthy, Thompson and Lunn from such list on the ground 

that, in their character of directors of the Premier Underwriting Asso- 

ciation, they were only ex-officio members of that association, and were 
under no personal obligation to contribute to the liabilities of the aeso- 
ciation. In addition to the matters mentioned in the Great Britain 

Mutual Marine Association’s Case (supra), the articles of association 

provided : That each member for the time being of the directors should 

‘‘ex-oficio be members of the association’ (clause 5); that the 

first directors should be the subscribers of the memorandum 

of association, and should hold office until the annual general meet 
ing in 1904, and that directors should ‘‘not necessarily be members 
other than ex-officio members of the association’’ (clause 25); that 

at the general meeting in 1904, and at every subsequent annual gener il 

meeting one-third of the directors should retire in rotation (clause 26) ; 

and that a retiring director should be eligible for re-election 

(clause 27). Messrs. Cory, Doughty, Macarthy and Thompson, with 

others, subscribed the memorandum of association. At the annual 

general meeting in May, 1904, Doughty and Macarthy were two of the 
retiring directors, and were re-elected, and at the annual general meet 
ing in June, 1905, Cory and Thompson were two of the retiring 

directors, and were re-elected. In 1906 Mr. Lunn was elected a 

director in the place of a retiring director. These five persons were 

directors of the association when it went into liquidation in 1909. None 
of the five ever did any buciness with the association, and their indi 

| dual names were not, and never had been, on the register of members, 
but they respectively were members of and represented companies or 
firms whose names were on the register of members of the associat 
and who effected insurances with it. The list of contributories 
tained the names of the various companies and firms in which these 
five directors were respectively interested. Counsel for the liquidator 
ontended that the applicants were members by virtue of their office 
of directors, and therefore liable to be put on the list of contributories, 
and that the firet four of them who had subscribed to the memorandum 
were liable to contribute because they had so subscribed themselves in 
accordance with section 24, sub-section 1 of the Companies (Consolida- 
tion) Act, 1908. Counsel for the applicants contended that they hed 
merely become directors of the Premier Underwriting Association be- 
cause they were themselves managers and directors of various steam- 
ship companies which were insured with the Premier Underwriting 

Association; they had never themselves held any policies with t! 








1e 
| Premier Underwriting Association, and had merely acted as director® 
of it, and were merely ex-officio members on that account. They had 
subscribed the memorandum in their capacities as managers and 
directors of the various shipping companies whom they served, which 
companies were themselves on the list of contributories. 

Nevitte, J., after stating the facts, said : I am of opinion that these 
names should be removed from the list of contributories. On the con- 
etruction of the memorandum and articles of aesociation of this Premier 
Underwriting Association these applicants, gud directors, are only ¢z- 
officio members of the association, and as such are not under any pet 
sonal liability, as members of the aesociation, to contribute to 16 
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liabilities. I accordingly order that these names be removed from the 
list of contributories, but this order is to be without prejudice to any 
steps which the liquidator of the association may be advised to take 
to place the names of Mesers. Cory, Doughty, Macarthy, and Thomp 
son on the list of contributories in their individual capacity as members 
by reason of their having subscribed the memorandum of aesociation, 
That is possibly a question which might have to be argued at a later 
stage.—CounseL, Younger, K.C., and P. F. 8. Stokes; 7’. J. C. Tomlin. 
Soricrrors, Parker, Garrett, d& Co.; Coward & Hawksley, Sons, & 
Chance. 
[Reported by L. M. Mar, Barrister-at-Law.] 


GORDON v. SMITH, Neville, J. 2nd and 9th May. 


PracticE—PayMent Ovt—Dormanr Funp—Scotcnh Law—JvuDIciaL 
FactoR—FwunpD 1n CourntT—ABSENCE OF BENEFICIARIES—ORDER XXII., 
rR. 128s—Jupician Facrors (Scortanp) Act, 1889 (52 & 53 Vicr., 
c. 39), ss. 13, 14. 

It is contrary to the practice of the High Court to pay out a dormant 
fund to a party legally entitled to it without the beneficiaries being 
before the court. This rule applies notwithstanding that the person 
applying for payment is a judicial factor appointed under Scotch law. 

This was a summons that a fund in court in England might be trans- 
ferred to the Court of Session at Edinburgh. The facts were these. 
In 1830 an order had been made in a creditor’s action for administration 
here in the usual form, and in 1834 an order was made in that cause 
directing that a sum of £934 be paid into court into an account to be 
entitled ‘‘ The account of the estate of James Buchanan.’’ That fund 
had remained in court till the present time. James Buchanan had been 
a creditor of estate for that amount, and had died in 1793 domiciled 
in Scotland. On the 19th of October, 1911, certain parties claiming to 
represent Buchanan petitioned the Court of Session at Edinburgh, and 
obtained an order that one Romanes, an accountant, be appointed 
judicial factor of the sum in court with the usual powers. By the 
Judicial Factors (Scotland) Act, 1889 (52 & 53 Vict., c. 39), s. 13, an 
official extract of the appointment of a “‘ judicial factor ’’ is declared 
to have, throughout the British Dominions, the full force and effect 
of an assignment or transfer executed in legal and appropriate form of 


forming part of the estate under his charge, and all debtors and others 
holding such funds, &c., are to be bound on production of the official 
extract to pay over, assign or transfer same to the ‘‘ judicial factor ”’ 
or other person. In March, 1912, Romanes took out a summons in the 


Chancery Division of the High Court, asking that the fund in question | 


be paid out to him on the ground that he had been duly appointed 


ficial factor to receive it. The summons came before Swinfen Eady, | 
J., who refused to pay the fund out to him, but directed an inquiry | 


as to who were the persons beneficially entitled thereto, and directed 
that the rest of the summons should stand over pending the 
taking of that inquiry. Romanes then, by the direction of the master, 
issued another summons, asking that the fund might be transferred to 
the Court of Session at Edinburgh, which summons subsequently came 
before Neville, J. 


NEVILLE, J., after conferring with Swinfen Eady, J., gave judgment 


m the 9th of May. After stating the facts, he said: The difficulty | 


in this case arises under Order 22, r. 12b. I think this action fails. 


I agree with my brother Eady that it is contrary to the practice of this | 
court to pay out a dormant fund to a party legally entitled without the , 


beneficiaries being before the court. I do not think I ought to interfere 
with the order which my brother has made on the other summons. The 


oste of both parties to be costs in the cause.—CounseEL, A. F. Peterson, | 
K.C., and W. A. Jolly; T. T. Methold. Soricrtors, J. S. Oldfield; | 


The Official Solicitor. 
[Reported by L. M. May. Barrister-at-Law.] 








New Orders, &c. 


Colonial Stock Act, 1900 
(63 and 64 Vic. c. 62.) 
Addition to List of Stocks under Section 2. 

In pursuance of section 2 of the Colonial Stock Act, 1900, the Lords 
Commissioners of His Majesty’s Treasury hereby give notice that the 
provisions of the Act have been complied with in respect of the under- 
mentioned Stock, registered or inscribed in the United Kingdom :— 

Union of South Africa, 
4 per cent. Consolidated Stock (1943/1963). 

The restrictions mentioned in section 2 sub-section (2) of the Trustee 
Act, 1893, apply to the above Stock (cee Colonial Stock Act, 1900, 
section 2), 

Treasury Chambers, 8.W., 

7th June, 1913. 








The Prime Minister has informed Mr. J. Martin, M.P., that it is 
not intended to introduce this session a Bill to reform the divorce laws. 








| the relief granted to members and their 


i the 5th inst., Mr. T. H. Gardiner in the chair. 





Societies. 
Solicitors’ Benevolent Association. 


The directors held their usual monthly meeting at the Law Society, 
Chancery-lane, on the 11th inst., Mr. Richard 8. Taylor in the chair, 
and Messrs. 8S. P. B. Bucknill, T. 8S. Curtis, A. Davenport, T. Dixon 
(Chelmsford), W. Dowson, C. Goddard, W. H. Gray, J. R. B. Gregory, 
b. W. N. Hickley, C. G. May, Maurice A. Tweedie, and W. Melmoth 
Walters. Grants to the amount of £426 were made to poor and 
deserving cases, twelve new members were admitted, and other general 
business transacted. 


Law Association. 


The ninety-sixth annual general court Law Association was 


| held at the Law Society’s Hall on Friday, the 30th ult., Mr. T. H. 


Gardiner (treasurer) in the chair. Among those present were Messrs. 


| Mark Waters (trustee), P. E. Marshall, F. W. Emery, J. E. W. Rider, 


and Clarance F. Leighton (directors), G. M. Davey (hon. auditor), 
Spencer Whitehead, N. Chaplin, W. Jones, George Thatcher, J. C. 
Brookhouse, P. G. C. Shaw, and E. E. Barron (secretary). 

The report and balance-sheet were presented, and stated that the 
receipts for the past year were as follows :—Dividends on invest- 
ments, £1,353 10s. 5d.; annual subscriptions, £353 15s.; donations, 
£188 2s. 8d., making a total of £1,895 8s. 1d., and there were life sub- 
scriptions amounting to £52 10s. The expenses of the year amounted 
to £260 6s. 9d., leaving a balance of £1,687 13s. 4d., which, with 
£104 13s. 5d., the balance from 1912, and £200, proceeds of the sale 
of Consols, made an available income for the year of £1,992 6s. 9d. 
Out of the balance in hand the board had distributed £761 12s. 9d. 
amongst fourteen members’ cases and £873 13s. 2d. amongst thirty- 
nine non-members’ cases, making the total relief granted £1,635 5s. 11d., 
leaving a balance in hand of £356 18. 10d. towards the expenditure 
of the current year. Since the formation of the association in 1817 
families had amounted to 
£82,745 and to solicitors (non-members) and their families £20,756. 
making a grand total of £103,501. There were now fourteen annuitants, 


} ‘ 5 A i ate | thirteen being the widows or daughters of deceased members, four of 
all funds, &c., invested in any part of the British Dominions, and | 


whom were over seventy. Owing to the small balance brought forward 


| at the beginning of the financial vear in May, 1912, it was found neces- 


sary to realise £200 by the sale of Consols, in order to pay the current 


| grants to applicants without overdrawing the banking account. The 


total grants during the vear had exceeded the whole of the regular 
net income, including life subscriptions, by over £100. The number 
of members was 487 (as against 491 last year), of whom 145 were life 
members. 

The chairman, in moving the adoption f the report, referred to the 
loss the association had snetained in the death of several members, 
particularly Sir Charles Burt, who had been a vice-president and a 
director for many years. 

Mr. P. G. C. Shaw seconded the motion, and it was carried. 

On the motion of the chairman, it was determined to place upon 
the minutes a record of the regret of the meeting at the death of Sir 
Charles Burt. 

Lord Alverstone was re-elected president, Mr. Laurence Desborough 
vice-president, Mr. Francis T. Birdwood and Mr. T. H. Gardiner 
treasurers, Mr. J. P. Borrett, Mr. Mark Waters, Mr. E. H. Freshfield, 
and Mr. J. W. C. Frere trustees; and the directors were re-elected 
with the addition of Mr. Arthur Toovey. 

Mr. P. E. Marshall moved to amend the rules so as to permit of 
increasing the permanent capital of the association from £25,000 to 
£33,000. He said that when the association was founded it was 
determined that no grants should be made until £10,000 fiad been 


| accumulated. In 1871 a resolution was pasged that the capital should 


not be less than £25,000. The association had gone on accumulating 
funde, so that the investments were now over £37,000, and he thought 
the amount should be brought more into accord with the present state 
of progress. Mr. J. E. W. Rider moved an amendment that the amount 
should be £30,000, and this was accepted by Mr. Marshall. 

The motion, as amended. was agreed to. 

The usual monthly meeting of the directors was held on Thursday, 
The other directors 
present were Mr. F. W. Emery, Mr. P. E. Marshall, Mr. W. P. 
Richardson, Mr. A. Toovev. Mr. Woodhouse, and the secretary (M1 
E. E. Barron). The total sum of £1.115 was voted in renewals of 
grants of relief to deserving cases. Mr. J. W. C. Frere was elected 
chairman for the year, and other general business transacted. 


The Creation of County Boroughs. 


Mr. Asquith, says the 7im received a deputation on the subject 
of the creation of county boroughs from the Association of Municipal 
Corporations at the House of Commons on Friday, the 6th inst. 

At the end of April a deputation from the County Councils Agsocia- 
tion called the attention of the Prime Minister to the danger to county 
government arising from the gradual severance of urban areas from 
administrative association with rural areas. Special reference wae 
made to the cases of Cambridge and Luton, which have applied to be 
made county boroughs. and it was suggested that a joint committee of 
both Houses of Parliament should be appointed to consider the general 
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The object of the present deputation was to urge that Cam- 





Law Students’ Journal. 


aes and Luton were not io lated cases, and that there was no need 


for the ap — of a special committee. 
. Herbert Le wis accompanied the Prime Minister. 


Calls to the Bar. 


alled to the Bar on the 4th inst. : 


Town Clerk ‘of Leeds and representatives of Cam > following gentlemen were « 


, said that he intimated to 
the last deputation ni ‘that he must preserve. a suspended judgment until 
was to be said from the point of view of thoee 
The law upon the matter | 
in the Local Government 
, Parliament enacted that a municipal borough which had 
attained a population of 50,000 was entitled prima facie, 
to ask for an inquiry as to whether 
or not it = ould be separ: ted fr m the county for administrative pur- 
That air facie right was hedged | 


» had heard what the Bishop of Gloucester ; 
whe represented th 


e municipal corporations. 
was perfectly plain, f 


rightly or wrongly, j 
» of the Ceylon Bar; 


did not put it strong 


Univ. (Certificate 


. Atkin; W. S. Gibson, 


, and of the Colonial Civil Service, son of 


iv. Coll., Oxford; J 


; Harold Brown; John Burgess ; 
A. Mackinnon; G. 8S. Schneider, 
and E. J. Hayford. 
i sc., Birm. Univ., 


Certificat« 


, Oxford, Certificate of 
Oxford Certificate of 


Toronto, Certificate of Honour 


r. Penk, M.A., Oxford ; ¢ 


Local Government 
> Lor al Seccsnneent Board were satisfied 
a Provisional Order, 


e had been made out, « 
, should be subjected to both 


Provisional Order, i 


seoded the limit of oenideaion whi h was 
al | boro ug ch prima facie to that particular privilege. 
W ry re, gard to the — ular boroughs 
boroughs, they represented that the edumtiee conceened ‘had a compara- ss, 6.A., Camb. ; 
icular boroughs bulked very largely 
The counties would 


general importance. 
to lead a separate existence in a more or less impoverished 


Tempte.—O. Pirow, 
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9th and 10th JULY- at CHIPPENHAM. 


DUKE of BEAUFORT’S 
HUNT and V.W.H. 


Dauntsey Dairy Farms, lying in the Vale of North Wilts and stretching from Bradenstoke 
to Little Somerford and Brinkworth, including the whole village of Dauntsey and greater 
part of Christian Malford, 

in numerous Lots, 


varying from 60 to 400 acres, being the Agricultural portion of the 
FAMOUS DAUNTSEY ESTATE OF 5,200 ACRES 


and including such well-known Grasslands as Dodford Farm, Christian Malford, with 
superior House, several Cottages, ample Buildings, and nearly 


400 ACRES OF THE RICHEST LAND IN WILTS, 
Wits 2 MILES OF FRONTAGE to tne RIVER AVON. 


To mention only one or two other equally good Farms is to name 
Farm. Acres (about). 
Crewe _... ea ees ive — 
Gt. Smithcot ... on _ ws i 
Union ... _— nae “= ow eee 
Home Idover Demesne — ~ Oe 
- Swallett ove one oon oe ©6897 


On every Farm are adequate Cottages, while many of the Houses are old-fashioned 
picturesque Residences 


SUITABLE FOR HUNTING RESIDENCES. 


The whole 5,000 acres is nearly all grass of well-known feeding quality, and any gentleman 
wishing to retain the residence and a few well-timbered lands round could readily let off 
the remaining meadows if desired. : 





There are also in numerous Lots picturesque stone and half-timbered Cottages with an 
acre or two of old gardens suitable for 


HUNTING BOXES AND WEEK-END HOUSES. 


Early possession in all cases. 


Messrs. NICHOLAS 


will sell the above at the 
NEELD PUBLIC HALL, CHIPPENHAM, 
on 9th and 10th JULY, 


in numerous Lots, 





Particulars and conditions of Sale, with plans and photos, of Messrs. Cameron, Kemm & Co., Solicitors, 
Gresham House, 24, Old Broad Street, London, E.C.; of Messrs. Milner & Bickford, Solicitors, 
10, Moorgate Street, London, E.C.; of Messrs. Tilley & Parry, Land Agents, Chippenham; and of the 
Auctioneers, Messrs, Nicholas, 4, Albany Court Yard, Piccadilly, London, W,, Station Road, Reading, 
and at Newbury. 
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Mr. G. I. F. Cooke. 


Mr. George Isaac Foster Cooke, barrister-at-law, died on Tuesday 
at Malvern, at the age of seventy-six. Mr. Cooke was the eldest gon 
of Mr. George Cooke, of Bristol, and graduated at Trinity College, 
Cambridge, in 1860. He was called to the bar at Lincoln’s-inn in 1862. 
In 1884 he was appointed an examiner of the High Court, and he acted 
as law reporter for the Incorporated Council of Law Reporting. He 
married in 1863 Agnes Marian, the third daughter of Mr. Stephen 
Mackenzie, and a sister of Sir Morell Mackenzie, the physician who 
attended the late Emperor of Germany. The Rev. G. A. Cooke, Oriel 
Professor of the Interpretation of Holy Scriptures at Oxford, is Mr. 
Cooke's 6on, 


Legal News. 


Appointments. 

Mr. Joun Dickinson has been appointed Chief Magistrate for the 
Police Courts of the Metropolis, in place of the late Sir Henry Curtis 
Bennett, and has had the honour of knighthood conferred upon him. 
Sir John was born in 1848, the son of Dr. J. Dickinson, F.R.S., of 
Liverpool, and was educated at Cheltenham College and Trinity, 
Cambridge (LL.M., 1869 Having been called by the Inner Temple 
in 1871, he went the Northern Circuit and practised at the Cumberland 
aml Westmorland Sessions. In 1888 and 1889 he served as deputy 
stipendiary of Liverpool, and in March, 1890, he was appointed a 
Metropolitan Police Magistrate, sitting at the Thames Court in Stepney. 
There he remained untii he was transferred to Bow-street last April 
in euccession to the hate Mr. Marsham. 

Mr. A. A. Hopkins, who has sat at Lambeth Police Court for some 
years, has been appointed to Bow-street Police Court to fill the vacancy 
caused by the death of Sir Henry Curtis Bennett. Mr. Hopkins is a 
son of the late Mr. John Satchell Hopkins, of Edgbaston, Birmingham, 
and Newlands, Bexley, Worcestershire. He was appointed a Metro 
politan Police Magistrate in 1890. 

Mr. E. C. P. Boyp has been appointed one of the Junior Counsel tr 
the Treasury at the Central Criminal Court, to fill the vacancy in the 
number of Treasury Counsel created by the appointment of Mr. 
Graham-Campbell to a Metropolitan Police Magistrateship. Mr. Boyd, 
who was called to the bar on the 17th of June, 1896, is a member of the 
South-Eastern Circuit and of the North London and Middlesex Sessions, 
and has also practised at the Central Criminal Court, where he has 
taken part in the conduct of prosecutions on behalf of the Director of 
Public Prosecutions and the Commissioners of Police. 


Mr. T. Howarp Waricut and Mr. Cuarites Gurpon have been elected 
benchers of the Inner Temple. 

Mr. Tuomas Francis Motony, K.C., Attorney-General for Ireland, 
has been appointed to be a Justice of the High Court in Ireland, King’s 
Bench Division, in succession to the late Mr. Justice George Wright. 
Mr. Molony’s appointment to be Attorney-General for Ireland in su 
ceesion to Mr. Ignatius O’Brien, the new Lord Chancellor, was 
announced only a month ago. He was called to the Irish bar after a 
distinguished career at Trinity College, Dublin, the King’s Inns, and 
the Middle Temple, of which he is a member. He took silk in 1899, 
became second Serjeant-at-Law in 1911, and Solicitor-General for 
Ireland last year. Among other offices he hae filled is that of a Com 
missioner of Education in Ireland. Mr. Molony is forty-eeven year: 
of age. . , , 

Mr. Joun Drx has been appointed Clerk of the Peace for London, in 
succession to the late Sir Richard Nicholson. Mr. Dix has been Deputy 
Clerk of the Peace for the county for fifteen years. * 


Mr. G. A. Hi Branson, one of the Junior C mneel to t! Tre ry 
has been appointed an Additional Member of the General Council of 
the Bar. in the pla e of Mr. J. R Atkin, a... 3 ntly appoint da 


Judge of the High Court. 


Changes in Partnerships, &c. 
Dissolution. 


Joun Amery-Parkes and CHartes Camppenn Mackin, $solicilor 
(Amery-Parkes, Macklin, & Co.), 18, Fleet-street, London, E.C. July 
27, 1911. , 

Jostsn Beamisn, Oswatp Heskera Hanson, Bernarp Joun Arry, 
and Ceci Ferre, solicitors (Beamish, Hanson, Airy, and Feiling). 
60, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, London. May 1. So far as concerns the said 
Josiah Beamish, who retiree from the said firm; the said Oswald 
Hesketh Hanson, Bernard John Airy, and Cecil Feiling will continue 
to carry on the said business in partnership, under the style or firm of 
Beamish, Hanson, Airy, and Feiling. : 

_JouN Amery-Parkes, CuHartes Camppetin MackLIn, and Goprrey 
Van Zwanenserc Pures, solicitors (Amery-Parkes, Macklin. and 
Phillips), Guildhall Annexe, in the City of London. April 20. The 
business will be carried on in tbe future by the said John Amery- 
Parkes and Godfrey Van Zwanenberg Phillips; Mr. Macklin will con 





tinue to practise at the same offices under a special arrangement with 
the members of the late partnership. (Gazette, June 6. 
Georce Recrnacp Grant and Artraur Henry Davies, solicitors 
(Grant, Davies, & To.), Burleigh House, 366, Strand, w.c. May 31. 
The said G. R. Grant will continue to carry on the said business under 
the style or firm of G. R. Grant & Co. [Gazette, June 10. 


Information Required. 


PORTER RHODES, Esq., Deceased.—Will any solicitors or others 
having the custody of, or who can give information as to the will of 
the above deceased, late of 79, Grosvenor-street, W., kindly communi 
cate with Ward, Bowie, Porter, & Co., 7, King-street, Cheapside, E.C. 


General. 


It is understood, says the Z'imes, that the Local Government Board 
have given authority for the preparation of two further town planning 
schemes under the Housing, Town Planning, &c., Act, 1909. The 
schemes are authorieed to be prepared by the Corporation of Leeds and 
the Urban District Council of Carshalton. In the case of Leeds the 
scheme is to apply to a small area situate at Headingley in the city, 
and in the case of Carshalton the scheme is to extend to an area of 
about 2,310 acres, in the urban dietrict. 

In the King’s Bench Division, on Tuesday, Mr. Justice Scrutton, on 
a caee before him being called on, stated that no reply had been 
received from the solicitor on either side to the letters sent from the 
officials asking the probable length of the case, and he called on the 
managing clerk of one of them, who was in court, to explain this. The 
clerk replied that the omission arose through inadvertence. Mr. Justice 
Scrutton said that the lict depended on the co-operation of solicitors, 
and in future he ehould have to deal severely with a neglect to answer 
the official letters. 

There were no cases from the city of Worcester for trial at the 
Worcester Assizes on the 6th inst., and Mr. Justice Bray was pre- 
sented by the High Sheriff (Mr. C. Edwards) with white gloves. 
teplying, the judge expressed himself as opposed to the removal of 
either c:iminal or civil cases from Worcester or any other city at county 
issizes. An unusual course was taken in regard to Geoffrey Corbishley, 
farmer, who had been acquitted by the Pershore bench of a charge of 
the manslaughter of a cripple in a collision with Corbishley’s horse and 
trap. The Public Prosecutor was communicated with and directed an 
indictment to be laid before the grand jury at these assizes. That 
jury now found a true bill, but the judge directed the caee to stand 
over till next aesizes. 

John William Fisher, thirty-four, pattern maker, Preston, was 
charged at Lancaster Assizes, on the 7th inst., with the manslaughter 
of James Wilson. It was stated that after a game of dominoes a 
slight but friendly altercation over a penny took place between the 
prisoner and Wilson on the way home. It was admitted that the 
prisoner gave Wilson a light blow, ‘which knocked him down, and 
he received injuries to his head which resulted in his death. Counsel 
for the prisoner argued that if his client had reason to assume that 
Wilson, was about to strike him, he had the right under the law to 
strike Wilson in self-defence, without being first struck. His Lord 
ship upheld this view, and the jury returned a verdict of ‘‘ Not guilty,” 
ind he was discharged. 

To Mr. Alfred Austin, says the Globe, belonged the distinction of 
being the only Poet Laureate who had practised at the Bar. There wes 
it one time some prospect of a more experienced lawyer holding tl 
office. Sir Lewis Morrie, whose claims were widely discussed wl 
Tennyson died, practised as a conveyancing counsel for some twenty 
years. When he wrote the best known of his poems, ‘‘ The Epic of 
ITades,’’ he wes etill engaged in the drafting of wil's and mortgaye 
Two other Poet Laureatee—Thomas Shadwell and Nicholas Rowe—we1 
members of the Inns of Court, but only the latter was actually called 
to the Bar. Gray, who refused the laurel on the death of Colley 
Cibber, intended. to quote Dr. Jehnson, to ‘ profess the common law.” 
but according to the same high authority, his father’s death left him 
too poor to proceed with his legal studies, 

For eolicitors, says the Globe, the promotion of Sir Charles Swinfen 
Eady has a special interest. The new Lord Justice was a member of 
their branch of the legal profession before he began his prosperous 
career at the Bar. He is not, however, the only member of the Court 
of Appeal who began his professional life as a solicitor. The late 
Lord Justice Lush—the father of Mr. Justice Lush and Judge Lush- 
W ilson—practised as an attorney. Nearly all the great judicial offices 
rave been filled by ex-eolicitors. Two occupants of the Woolsack— 
Lord Macclee field and Lord Truro—and one of the most famous of Lord 
Chief Justices—Lord Russell of Killowen—belonged originally to the 

‘lower branch” of the profession. But the Mastership of the Rolls, 
which has a epecial aesoc iation with solicitors, has never yet been held 
by a judge who has practised in both branches of the profession. 
Phe Dngergy wy yy in his address to the grand jury at Middlesex 
ym on the ‘th inst., cays the Times, alluded to the propos 
hanges in the Jaw relating to the jury eystem. He said there was ® 
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deal of confusion at the present time, and the peculiar position 
of Middlesex ought to receive special attention. Though the county 
was now separated from Greater London, jurymen were still drawn 
from it for the High Court and for the Central Criminal Court. The 
returns for last year shewed that out of 4,282 special jurors and 38,786 
common jurors in Middlesex, 1,216 special jurors and 1,368 common 
jurors were summoned for service in the High Court. It was an anomaly 
that Middlesex should be obliged to send jurors to the High Court 
while the populous counties of Kent, Surrey, Herts, and Essex were 
exempt. He hoped that if there were any fresh legislation on the 
subject the system would be altered. 


A theft was committed last Saturday morning from Mr. G. D. 
Purcell, the barrister, who was on his way to the Courts. At the 
Oxford-circus ‘‘Tube’’ Station Mr. Purcell was followed by pick- 
pockets, and after a ‘“‘hustle’’ organized by them he found he had 
lost a valuable presentation gold watch. At the Middlesex Sessions 
subsequently the Chairman expressed his sympathy with Mr. Purcell, 
who was present, saying that he should have been the last to have such 
an experience. This remark caused considerable laughter, as Mr. 
Purcell has defended a great number of pickpockets. Mr. Purcell 
replied that he thought it was very ungrateful, but he was optimistic 
enough to believe that he would get the watch back. As a matter of 
fact a few years ago, when he was made the object of similar attentions 
by pickpockets, one of the men looked up and recognized him. ‘‘ Oh, 
it’s a pal,” he remarked, and Mr. Purcell’s watch was left intact. 


The half-yearly meeting of the Joint Board of Legal Education for 
Wales was held last week at the Law Society’s Hall, Chancery-lane, 
Mr. R. S. Cleaver, the president, in the chair. Reports were received 
from the Aberystwith and Cardiff Colleges of the courses of lectures 
given during 1912-13 and the number of students attending them. 
At Aberystwith and Swansea about 400 lectures in law were de- 
livered during the session, and the total number of University students 
in law was 31. At the Cardiff College the number of students was 35, 
and the total number of lectures was 165. A grant of £100 was made 
to the Cardiff centre and of £200 to the Aberystwith and Swansea centre 
for the year, each centre to benefit in addition by the fees and the 
contributions of local law societies within its own area. The appor- 
tionment of the grant was decided on the record of the work and ezx- 
penditure of the past year. It was decided to hold the annual meet- 
ing of the Joint Board at Llandrinded on Saturday, 13th of September. 


In the House of Commons last Monday Sir P. Magnus asked the 
Secretary to the Treasury whether the London Insurance Committee 
were entitled to divide the surplus funds from the last quarter's 
receipts among those medical men on the panel having less than 2,000 
insured patients, or whether they were required to divide the sum 
amongst all the panel practitioners in proportion to the number of 
insured persons for whom each practitioner was responsible at the 
end of the quarter. Mr. Masterman: As I have previously explained, 
there is no surplus in the fund for medical benefit. The whole fund 
is divisible among all the doctors on the panel in proportion to the 
number of insured persons on the list of each doctor, the number 
included in each list being ascertained after the process of allocation 
of the unaccepted residue has been completed. I understand that 
the London Insurance Committee have not as yet decided upon the 
method of allocation to be adopted, but it is open to them to make 
immediate advances to doctors on the panel on account of the pay- 
ments which will ultimately prove to be due to them. In making 
these advances, the committee may, but need not necessarily, have 
regard to the method of allocation to be adopted. 


Mr. E. Victor Mills, of 2, Guildhall-chambers, 31-34, Basinghall-street, 
writing to the 7'imes, says :—‘‘ As a result of improvements at the 
Law Courts a common room has now been provided for the use of 
members of the bar, and still more recently a room has been set aside 
for the use of solicitors’ clerks attending in Chambers. Is it not time 
that a similar room was set aside for the use of solicitors? There are 
many members of the profession who personally have to spend a con- 
siderable amount of their time at the courts, and it would be a great 
convenience to them if some such room could be provided for their uee. 
It often happens that with several appointments during the day one 
has odd moments to spare which do not give time to get out to other 
work, but which, under present conditions, have to be spent wandering 
about corridors or in draughty, bare waiting-rooms. Similarly, when 
waiting to come on for trial, the alternatives are to sit (or more 
Probably stand) in a crowded court or do the same. At these times a 
comfortable room in the courts building would be a boon. May I 
make use of your columns to bring this matter to the notice of influential 
members of the profession, who, I hope, may be able to prefer an effec- 
tive request in the right quarter?” 





Solicitors’ Law Stationery Society, Ltd., give notice that the sub- 
scription list for the new shares will close to-day (Saturday) June 14th. 








Wuy Pay Rent? Take an Immediate Mortgage free in event of death 
from the ScortisH TEMPERANCE Lire ASSURANCE Co. (Lrurrep). Repay- 
ments usually less than rent. Mortgage expenses paid by the Company. 
Prospectus from 3, Cheapside, E.C. *Phone 6002 Bank.—Advt. 


Court Papers. 


Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Rota or Keoistears ix ATTENDANCE OF 


EwrreEncy Aprrat Court Mr, Justice 
Rota, No, I, Joyox. 


Monday June 16 Mr Greswoll Mr Syage Mr Borrer 
17 Bloxam Charch Farmer 
. 12 Jolly Farmer Goldschmidt 
19 Borrer Bloxan l Leach 
. 20 Goldschmidt Greswell Borrer “ 
Leack Jolly Greswell 


Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr, Justice Mr, Justice 
NEVILLE. Evs, SARGANT. AstBury, 
Mr Leach Mr Farm32r Mr Jolly Mr Bloxam 
Goldssh midt Synge Greswell Jolly 
Wednesday... Church Bloxam Borrer Synge 
Thursday...... Greswe!! Goldschmidt Synge Farmer 
Friday Jolly Leach Farmer Church 
Saturday ..... Borrer Charch Bloxam Goldschmid 


Mr, Justice 
Wakrineton. 


Mr Church 


Date. 


Monday June 
Tuesday 17 








The Property Mart. 


Forthcoming Auction Sales. 


June 17.—Meesrs. Rouine, Gore & Mencen, at the Mart: Freehold Properties (seo 
advertisement, page v, May 31). 

June 13,—Messrs. Tavacoop & Marrtry, at the Mart, at 2: Lotting on Building 
Lease of Site for Shope, &c., Freehold Shops and Premises, Nountry House and Land 
(see advertisement, page v, May 31). 

June 19.—Messre. Exurs, Corr & Co., at the Mart, at 1: Freehold Houses and 
Ground Rents (see advertieement, page iii, June 7). 

June 19.—Mesera. H. E. Foster & Cuanrig.p, at the Mart, at 2: Reverzions, Annui- 
ties, Policies, Shares, &c. (see advertisement, back page, this week). 

June 19, 16.—Messra, Stimson & Sons, at the Mart, at 2: Freehold Building 
Land, Houses and Shops, Freehold Froperty and Leusehold Ground Rerta, Freehold 
_usinees Premises and Houses and Freehold Ground Rents (see advertisement, page 
. May 31). 

Sune 20.—Meesrs,. Wu. Waitetey, Lro., at the Mart, at 2; Freehold Business 

‘remises (sce advertisement, back paga, this week). 

Jane 20, July 1, 23, 29, 30,31.—Messre. Humpert & Fruit, at the Mart: Freeholi 
Estates and Properties (see advertisement, front page, May 31). 

June 24.—Messrs. WeaTuesatt & Geeen, at the Marc: Freehold Residence and 
Freehold Block of Offices (see advertitement, page iv, May 31). 

June 24, July 1 and 8.—Mes:rs. Denengam, Tewsox, & Co., at the Mart, at 2: 
Freehold Premises, Freehold Ground Rents, Residences, Building, and R-sidential 
E-tates (see advertisement, page ii., May 31). 

June 26.—Messrs. Weatarkact & Gaees, at East Grinsteal, at 3: Froshold Land 
(see advertisement, page iv, May 31). 

June 26 and Jaly.—Messrs. Hameron & Sons, at th> Mart, at 2: 
dences (see advertisement, page iii, June 7). 

June 30.—Mesera. Daniet Smire, Son & Oakey: Freehold Cottage Residence 
and Freehold Agricultural Holding (eee advertisement, page iii, May 24). 

June 30.—Mesers. Ex.tis & Bom, at the Mart, at 2; Freehold Building Site and 
Prem‘ges (see advertisement, back page, th's week). 

July 3.— Messrs. Dawize Smits, Soy, & Oaxtry: Freehold Residential Estate, &. 
(see advertisement, page iii, May 24). 

July 9, 10.—Messrs. Nicnotas, at Chippo>nham: The Dauntsey Dairy Farms (see 
advertisement, page 597, this week). 

July 10.—Messre. Ercoart, at the Mart,at 1: Freehold Groand Rent (see advertise- 
ment, back page, this week). 

Messrs. Wearmeratt & Green, at Ashby-de-la-Zouch: Freehold Properties (see 
advertisement, pago iv, May 31). 

Messrs. Cotuiss & Couuis, at tho Mir): Froehold Investments (see advertis2m-nt, 
page iii, May 31). 

Sraystep Paxx Estate.—Mesers. Weatazaact & Green in conjunction with Messrs, 
Giddy & Giddy, offered un tlie 10th and J 1th inst, the outlvirg portions of the above 
estate. The Mavsion and Park were disposed of privately, but most of the lo‘s fell 
tnder the hammer. The total amcunt reatized was about £120,000, 


Couatry Rosi- 








Winding-up Notices. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Liutrep rm Omanogey. ~* 
London Gazette.—FRIDAY, June 6. 


Box Bkos., Ltp.—Creditors are required, on or before July 5, to send in their names 
and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to Spencer Newsome, Holly 
House, Mirileid, liquicatur. 

CAKLTON ENGINEERING Co, Ltp.—Creditors are required, on or before July 15, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Charles 
Osborn, 66, Mark In, liquidator. 

CHANGE, HtELs, LtD.—Creditors are required, on or before June 30, to send their names 
and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Ernest Bowmau 
Rawlinson, Tanfield bfdgs, Hustlergate, Bradford Sugden & Dewhirst, Bradford, solcrs 
to the liquidator. 

Cyona Co, Lrp. (IN VOLUNTARY LIQUIDATION)—Creditors are required, on or before 
July 3, tosend their names and addresses, w.th particulars of their debts or claims, to 
G. G. L. McCandlish, 3, Raymond's bidgs, Gray's inn, liquidator. 

East INDIAN Propucts Co, Lrp.—Creditors are required, on or before July 3, to send 
in their pames and: addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, tu 
MccGwire & Co, 3, Pancras In, Queen s., liquidato:s. 

GLOUCESTER Ick Co, LiD. (IN VOLUNTARY LIQUIDATION)—Creditors are required,-on or 
before July 11, to send in their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts 
cr claims, to 1. A. Garrett, tiatherl y rd, Gloucester, liquidator. 

H. St. JoHN OLIVER & PARTNERS, LTp.—Petn for winding-up presented May 30, 
dire-ted to be heard June 17. H. G. Kenyon, 2, South sq, Gray's inn, solor fur the 
petnr. Notice of appearing must reach tie above named not later than six o’clock 
in the afternoon of June 16. 

EENRY sND HELLING, Ltp.—Creditors are required, on or before July 17, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Mr. 
Benjamin Thomas Norton, 9, Old Jewry cimurs, liquidator. 

HucH WILsoN, LTp.—Creditors are required, on or before July 19,\to send their names 
and addrcsses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Harry Pearson Clover 
“Upwey,” Priest Hill, Caverstam, Brain & Brain, Reading, solors for the liquidator 

JOHNSON BILLINGTON gELECTRICITY METERS, Ltp.—Petn for winding-up, preseuted 
Juie 4, dir.cted to be heard June 1’. Hanson & Smith, 44, Hammersmith rd 
sulors for the petur. Notice of appearing must reach the above named not later than 
six o'clock in the afternoon of June 16, 
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Noxs¢ PoWER AND SMELTING SYNDICATE, LtTD.—Creditors are required, on or before 
July 11, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
claims, t»> Ernest John Haymwi, 18, St. Swithin’'s In, liquidator. 


| London Gazette. —TUESDAz, June 10. 


| 


W. RAYNER & Sons, LTD. 
RTHUR Lex & BRoTHERS, LTD. 


PeRL, TooTat & Co, Lrp.—Petn for winding-up, presented May 30, directed to be | Se LTD. 


heard at Blackburn June 16. Barlow & Rowland, 15, St James st, Accrington, solors 
forth: petar. Notice of appearing must reach the above named not later than six 
o'c'ock in the afternoon of June 15, 

W. T. Hepa’, Lrp. (is Liquipation).—Creditors are required, on or before July 7, to 
send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
Nisbet & Co, 3, Linc »In’s Ino field, liqu‘dators. 


UNLIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

NORTH SUSSEX GAS AND WATER Co.—Petn for winding-up, presented May 31, directed 
to be heard June 17. Crawley & C», 114A, Chancery In. Notice of appearing must 
reach the above named not later than six o'clock in the afternoon of Juue 16, 

STOCK COMPANIES. 

LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

London Gazette—Turspay, June 10. 


ADAMSON. RaMspottom & Co, Ltp.—Creditors are required,on or before July 31, to send 
their names and addresses, with particulars of their debts or claims, to Benjamin 
C .okson, 6, Castle st, Liverpool, liquidator. 


JOINT 


ALpRIDGES, Ltp —Petn for win iing-up, presented June 6, directed to be heard June 24. | 


Gullick, 171, Queen Victoria st, s>lor for the petnrs.“ Notice of appearing mast reach 
the above named not later than six o'clock in the afternoon of June 23. 

ANGLO-AUSTRALIAN EXPLORATION LTD. (IN VOLUNTARY LIQUIDATION).—C editors are 
required, on or before July 14, to send their names ani aidresses, and the particulars 
of their debts or claims, to William Frederick Garland, 6, Queen Street pl. Latteys & 
Hart, solors to the liquidator 

CAPEL RUBBER SYNDICATE, LtTD.—Petn for winding-up, presented June 5, directed to 
be heard June 24. Munton &Co, Temple chmbrs, Temple av, agents for Gee & Uo, 
4, Mosley st, Newcastle upon Tyne, solor to the petars. Notice of appearing must 
reach the above named not later than six O'clock in the afternoon of June 23. 

Exyest Beaty & Co, Lrp (In VOLUNTARY LIQUIDATION)—Creditors are required, on 
or before July 14,.to send in their names and addresses, and particulars of their 
= or claims, to Herbert J. Armstrong, 2, St. Nicholas bldgs, Newcastle upon Tyne 
liquidator. 

HAMMERSMITH PICTURE PLAYHOUSE Co, Ltp,—Creditors are required, on or before 
July 1, tosend their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
claims, to William White, 1, Gace hill, Fo'kestone liquidator. 

James Mrxerscoces, Lrp.—Creditors sre required, on or before June 27, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or cliims, to Mr. 
Ernest Bethel Russell, 30, Cross st, Manchester. Withington & Co, Manchester, solors 
to the liquidator. 

MANGARA EXPLORATION, LTD.—Creditors are required, on or before July 19, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Mr. 
Herbert Leigh Bromhead, 15, Angel ct, Throgmorton st, liquidator. 

SOUTHFIELD MANUFACTURING Co, Lto.—Creditors are required, on or before July 25, 
to send their names and ad iresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Mr. 
'. M. Torelfall and Mr. : rnest Smith, Bank of Liverpool chmbrs, Nelson, liquidators. 
Robivson & Co, Manchester, solors for the liquidators. 

Ir. R. KNOWLDEN, Ltb.—Creditors are required, on or before June 26, to send their names 
and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to H. Wilson, 23, Devereux 
ct, Essex st, Strand, liquidator 

Towns & Co, Ltp.--Creditors are required, on or before Jane 24 to send their ni mes 
and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Charles Turner, 155, 
Norfolk st, Sheffiel.!, liquidator 

TRACTION SUPPLIES Co, Ltp. (IN VoLUNTARY LIQUIDATION).--Creditors are required, 
on or before June 27, to send: in their names and addresses, and the particulars of 
teir debts or claims, to Tho nas Metcalf 50, Frederick st, Sundecland, liquidator. 

Up-To-Da?TE Picrurng PALACKS, Ltp.--Petn for winding-up, pressnted June 5, directed 
to be heard, June 24. 
petnr, Notice of appesring must reach the above named, nor later than six o'cl ock 
in the aftsravun of June 23. 


Resolutions for Winding-up Voluntarily. 
London Gazette—FRIDAY, June_6, 


0. AND A. SYNDICATE, LTD 
UNITEO CoUNTIES INSURANCE, Co, 
MARGAM Fores, Lrp 

SHARE REGISTERS, LTD. 

HAY HILL Estates, Ltp. 

PARRY SYNDICATE, LTD 

NokS¢ POWER AND SMELTING SyNpicaTe, Ltp. 

H. Massey, Ltv. 

East INDIAN PRopuUcTs Co, Lr. 

SEAVER, RICHARDS & Co, LTD. 

BRITISH ENTERPRISES, LTD. 

MOUNTAIN ASH AND District BILL Postive AND ADVERTISING Co, LTD, 
YORK<HIRE PATENT DRILL AND AGRICULTURAL IMPLEMENT Co, LTD. 
Box Bros, Lrp 

“WErKLY Recorts,” Lrp 

GLOUCESTER Ice Co, Lrp. 


LTp. 


JAMES S(MPSON AND Sons (DecoRATORS, HULL), LTD. 
HARKISON'S SAWING AND TURNING MILLS, LTD, 
ARLINGTON Press, LTD. 

THomas Inca, Lp. 

UNITED SALT AND PowER Co, LTD. - 
MANGARA EXPLORATION, LTD. 

HARTLEY (RHODESIA) SYNDICATE, LTD. 
WOLVERHAMPTON AGRICULTURAL HALL Co, Ltb. 
Cc. J. Datty, Lp. 

BENNETT Bros. (DERBY), LTD. “ 
| DENVER RANCHING Co, LTD. 
| Kunn’s Processes, Lrp. 

ANGLO-FOREIGN BANKING Co, LTD. 








Creditors’ Notices. 
Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 


(Last Day or Crarm. 
London Gazette.—FRIDAY, June 6. 


ALEN, LouIsA, Ipswich July 1 Steed & Steed, Sudbury, Suffolk 
ANDREW, KicHaRD THomMis SMirH, Tunbridge Weils July 21 
Tunbridze Wells 
ATKINSON, GEORGE RADCLIFFE, Huddersfield July 5 Turner, Huddersfield 
ATKINSON, THOMAS Rapciirrs, Huddersfield, Cloth Merchant July 5 
Huddersfield 
AYMER, JANE, Praed st, Paddington June 21 Call & Brett. Cheadle, Stoke On Trent 
BEoK, EDWARD, Lander ter, Wood Green, Commercial Traveller Juiy 8 Dankertoné 
Son, Bedford row 
Winter & Co, Bedford row 


BLAKE, SARAH, Surbiton, Surrey July 15 
Bopy, BUSTACE DE HiGug, Burton oa Trent July 2 Drewsy & Newbold, Burton on 


Cheale & Son 


Turner, 


Trent 
BOOTH, FLORENCE ‘ELIZABETH MARIE EpviGa, Br'ghtlings-a, Essex July 4 Oddy, 
Duk: st, St James 
300TH, JUNIUS BRUTUS, Brightlinzse1, Essex, Cinematograph Proprietor July 4 Oddy, 
Duke st, 8t James é 
Bower, SARAH ANN. Blackpo'l Aur1 Challinor, M -nchester 
BRETT, Davtp, Kitchener rd, Forest Gate July 1 Dib» & Clegg, Barnsley 
Brook, JOHN, Otley, Yorks June 24 Holme:, Bradford 
Burst, ELIZABETH, Chilton, Suffolk July 1 Steod & steed, Suibury, Su tolk 
| BUSH, FREDERICK, Canx dal rd, Leytonstons July6 Attwater & Liell, Bish> psgate 
| CLARKE, CHARLES, Edgbast n, B.rmingham July lv Rooke & Bradlev, B rmin:s ham 
DELLER, WILLIAM JOHN, High st, Hamp.on Hil!, Middix July 7 Wykes, Leppoc rd, 
| Clapham 
| DYER, Many ANN, Teffont Magna, Wilts July 12 Wilson & Sons, Salisbury 
| EVANS, ELLEN, Carnirvon July 5 Allanson & Co, Carnarvon . 
FELDHEIM, Isaac, Pembridge villas, Bayswater July 3 Welman & Sons, Westbourne 
grove 
FORRESTER, Emma, Aston, Birmingham July 21 
Foster, WILLIAM, Bing ey, Yorks, Builder July 3 
| GALLIVAN, ANN, Corditf July 31 Norley, Cardiff 
GAUNT, CHARLES, Stockbridg+, Sheffield, Wagonnette Proprietor 
& HoJlgkins on, Penistoue. nr Sheffizld 
| GODFREY, FRANCIS WILLIAM, Tewkesbury ‘ 
MARY ELIZABETH, Stalybridge Ja'y 7 Simister, Stalvbridze 


H »wiett, Birmingham 
Gaunt & Co, Bradford 
July 18 Dransfield 


June 30 Brown, Tewkesbury 


Munns & Longden, 48, Frederick's pl, Old Jewry, solors for the | HALL, : 
eane - P ao . x | HANKIN, FRANCES ELIZABETS, Hattield, Herts July 31 Longmore & Co, Hertford 


| HANSON, KatE, Aldershos July 7 Bird, Great Winchester st : 
HEWITT, SARAH JANE, Gainsborough, Livcola July7 Ivesm & Son, Gainsborough 
Higson, MARY JANE, Hale, Chester July 8 Swire & Higson, Manchester 
| Hint, Sir CLEMENT LLOYD, Chesterfield st, Mayfair July 14 Davenport & Co, Chan 
| cery In 
HoLtos, GEORGE, Wiston, Suffolk July 10 Josselyn& Sons, Ipswich 
Howk, Mary, Kersley rd, Stoke Newington July 20 Evans, Walsall 
| HULLAND, EVELYN, Bath July 10 Withy, Bath 
JENKINS, ELIZABETH, Dundas rd, Petkham July1 Fielder & Co, Raymond bidgs 
KENYON, ROBERT, Salford, Lancs July 3 Earley & Doherty, Manchester 


KERRICH, GEORGE STEUVART, Hove, Su sex July 10 North, Avonmore mans, Addiscn 


Bridge 


KINGHAM, SARAH, Aylesbury, Bucks July 26 Mead »ws & Co, Hastin 


KNOTH, ALFRED, Dacres rd, Forest Hill July 12 
| nom st 
| LADELLE, Laura, Brighton June 19 Ladell, Norwich 7 


LEVASSEUR, FRANCOIS Evcnee, Boulevard du Montparnasse, Paris, France July 7 
Slaughter & May, Austin friars : 
| Linpo, JosepH Norsa. Brighton July 4 Lindo & Co, West st, Finsbury cir Z 
| Mars#. TaHoMas EpwAsp, Upholland, Lancs, Farmer July 5 Brewis & Sons, St 
Hel 
MARX, JOSEPHINE, Satherland av, Maida Vale July5 Morley & Co, Gresham house 
MASON, MARGARET ISABELLA, Brighton July 16 Syrett & Soas, Finsbury pymt 


| 
| 
| 








THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND GUARANTEE 


FUND, LIMITED, 


24, MOooRGa tz 


SrTEeRsaT, LOnNPonm, 


ESTABLISHED IN 1890. 
LICENSES INSURANCE. 


SPECIALISTS IN ALL LICHNSING MATTERS. 
Upwards of 750 Appeals to Quarter Sessions have been conducted under the direction and supervision of the Corporation 
—- Clauses for insertion in Leases or Mortgages of Licensed Property, Settied by Counsel, will be sent 08 
application. 


POOLING INSURANCE. 


The Corporation also insures risks in connection with FIRE, CONSEQUENTIAL LOSS, 
BURGLARY, WORKMEN’S COMPENSATION, FIDELITY CUARANTEE, THIRD PARTY, &c., under 
a perfected Profit-sharing system. 


APPLY FOR PROSPECTUS. 


gs 
Badham & Co, Salters Hall ct, Can- 
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FIRE 


INSURANCE SOCIETY LIMITED, 


No. 114, Chancery Lane, London, W.C. 





BON DS—The Directors desire to specially draw the attention of the Legal Profession to the fact that the Fidelity 
Guarantee Bonds of this Society are accepted by His Majesty’s Government and in the High Court of Justice. 


Personal Accident and Disease. Burglary. 


Domestic Servants. 


Fire. 


Fidelity Guarantee. 
Property Owners’ Indemnity. 


Workmen's Compensation, including 


Third Party. Plate Glass. 





DIRECTORS— 
CHARLES sya tg JOHNSON, Eseq.. J.P., Chairman (formerly of Johnson, Raymond-Parker & Co., Lincoln's Inn). 


ROMER W: 
GEORGE FRANCIS BERNEY, Esq. (Corsellis & Berney), Lincoln’s Inn Fields, 
H. D. BEWES, Esq. (Bewes & Dickinson), Stonehouse, Plymouth. 
L, C, CHOLMELEY, Esq. (Frere, Cholmeley & Co.), Lincoln's Inn Fields, 


EDMUND FRANCIS BLAKE CHURCH, Esq. (Church, Adams & Prior), Bedford Row. 


F. E. E. FAREBROTHER, . (Fladgate & Co.), Craig's Court, Charing Cross. 
ENRY LEFEVRE FARRER, Esq. (Farrer & Co.), Lincoln's Inn Fields, 


E. 8. FREELAND, Esq. (Nicholson, Patterson & Freeland), Queen Anne’s Gate, 


Westminster. 
C, W. GRAHAM, Esq. (Lawrence, Graham & Co,), Lincoln's Inn. 
W. A. T. 5. WEs, Le (Hallowes & Carter), Bedford Row. 
EDWIN HART, . (Budd, Brodie, & Hart), Bedford Row, 


E.CARLETON HOLMES, Esq.(formerlyvf E, Carleton Holmes, Fel] & Wade), Bedford Row. 


FRANCIS KEGINALD JAMES, Esq. (Gwynne James & Son), Hereford. 
HARRY W. LEK, Esq. (Lee, Bolton & Lee), The Sanctuary, Westminster, 
DILLON R, L, LOWE, Esq. (Lowe & Co,), Temple Gardens. 


+, D.L., J.P. Vice-Chairman (Williams & James), Norfolk House, Thames Embankment. 


FREDERICK STUART MORGAN, Esq. (Saxton & Morgan), Somerset Street. 
WILLIAM NOCTON, Esq., D.L., J.P. (Nocton & Sons), Great Mariborough street 
RONALD PEAKE, Feq. (Peake, Bird, Colline & Co.), Bedford Row. 
JOHN DOUGLAS PEEL, Esq. (Morell, Son & Peel), Oxford. 
THOMAS RAWLE, Eerq. (Rawle, Jobnstone & Co.), Bedford Row. 
. E. W. RIDER, Esq. (Rider, Heaton & Co.), Lincoln's Inn. : 
GFORGE L. &TEWART, Esq. (Lee & Pembertons), Lincoln's Inn Fields. 
The Right Hon. LORD STRATHEDEN AND CAMPBELL, Bruton Street, 
J. PERCEVAL TATHAM, Esq. (Tatham & Procter), Lincoln's Inn Fields. 
R, W. TWEEDIE, Feq. (A. F. & R. W. Tweedie), Lincoln's Inn Fields. 
W. MELMOTH WALTERS, Esq. (Walters & Co.), Lincoln's Inn. 
fir HENRY ARTHUR WHITE, C.V.O. (A. & Il. White), Great Marlborough Street, 
E. H. WHITEHEAD, Esq. (Burch, Whitehead & Davidsons), Spring Gardens. 


E. TREVOR LL, WILLIAMS, Esgq., J.P., Clock House, Byficet, Surrey. 








SECRETARY—H. T. OWEN LEGGATT. 


ASSISTANT SECRETARY—ARTHUR E. C. WHITE. 


This Society, consequent on its close connection with, and exceptional experience of the requirements of, the Legal Profession, INVITES 


APPLICATIONS FOR AUENCIES FROM SOLICIIORS, 10 WHOM IT 1S AB 
It enjoys the highest reputation for prompt and liberal settlement of claims. 
The business of the Society is contined to the United Kingdom, and the security 


business on the most favourable terms. 
Forms and full information may be had at the Society’s Uffice, 


LE 10 OFFER StECIAL FACILITIES for the transaction of Insurance 
Prospectuses and Proposal 


offered to the Pelicy Holders is unsurpassed by any of the leading Insurance Companies. 

















MAYLAM, Lucy, Tenterden, Kent July5 Mace & Sons, Tenterden 

METTLER, PHILLIP, Russell av, Wood Green, Furrier June 23 Chinner & Co, Glass- 
house st, Regent st ° 

MORGAN, EMILY, Tunbridge Wells July 12 Greenip & Co, Tunbridge Wel's 

MURTA, JAMS, Surrey st, Strand July 5 Marchant & Jackson, Charles, st, St 
James's ¢q 

ROOME, WILLIAM FREDERICK, Stretford, Lancs July 4 Tyrrell & Co, Albany Court 
3d, Piccadiily 

SANDERSON, WALTER LE GHTON, Regent st, Jeweller July 5 Richirds & Parker, 
Warwick st, Kegent st 

SALTER, ALLAN, Plumstead, Kent, Insurance Broker July 14 Braund, Woolwich 

SHROWL, SUSANNA, Weston super Mare July 15 Smith & Sons, Weston super Mare 

SMOKEM, HENRY, South Newton, Wilts July 12 Wilson & Suns, Salisbury 

SPREAT, ELIZABETH, Salisbury, Wilts July 12 Wilson & Sons, Salisbury 

SPREAT, SAMUKL PEARSE, Salisbury July 12 Wilson & Sons, Salisbury 

STEWART, NIEL PaTRICK, Bangor July 19 Carter & Co, Bangor 

STOCKDALE, ‘1 HOMAS, Spring Lea, Leeds July 19 Nelson & Co, Leeds 

STREET, WILL AM, Martin, Wilts, Farmer July 12 Wilson & Sons, salishury 

THATCHER, AGNES Maky, Wishford, Wilts July 12 Wilson & sons, Salisbury 

THOMAS, FREDERICK WILLIAM, Great Crosby, ur Liverpool, Provision Merchant July 15 
Mc Master, Livery ool 

THOMAS, GELSHOM, Portmadoc, Painter June 30 George & George, Portmadoc 

URQUHART, MARGARET HENDERSON, Royal cres, Hi lland Parkav July 1 Welman & 

¥ Suns, Westbourne grove 

URQUHART, FRANK WILLIAM, Royal cres, Holland Park ay July1 Welmar & Sons, 
West bourne grove 





VIDLER, JOHN SYMONDS, Rye, Sussex, Merchant July 5 Dawes & Co, Pye 

WALTER, DOROTHEA ANNE, Boscombe, Hants July 15 Guillaume & Sons, Bournemouth 
WARDLE, JOSEPH, Ipstones, Staffs July} Wilkins & Son, Uttoxecver 

WILLIAMS, GABRIEL, Broomfield, somerset June 30 Poole & Son, Bridgwater 

WINTON, DE, FANNY, Clarendon rd, Putney July 17 Mayv & Co Draper's gdns 

Witt, MARGARET ELIZA, Hampstead In, Highgate July 12 Lowe & Co, Temple gdns 
WORTHINGTON, FREDERICK, Sunderland, June 30 Steel & Co, Sunderland 

Wyatt, ARTHUR, Gordonrd, Ealing July19 Williams & Co, Parliament st 


London Gazette.—TUESDAY, June 10. 
AHRENS, ADOLPH, Manchester July 31 Boote & Co, Manckester 
ALDERSON, Sir CHARLES HENRY, Beaufort gdvs, south Kensington July 21 Wigan & 
Co, Norfolk House, Victoria embankment 
ARMYTAGE, OSCAR FERDINAND, Victoria, Australia July 12 Harwood & Pusey, Cannon 
t 


8 
AUGHTON, JAMES, Birkdale July 7 Battersby, Southport 
BELFIELD, EDWARD, Ashton under Lyne June 27 Hurst & Hewitt, Ashton under 














Lyne 

BIRTLES, WILLIAM, Salkeld Dykes, Cum>erland July 4 Arnison & Co, Penrith 

BoyLk, RICHARD JOSEPH, Draycott pl, Cheisea July 22 Thompson & Co, East India 
av 


CHADWICK, MiRry, South Shore, Blackpool July 19 Parkinson, Blackpool 

CLAKE, EDWARD ROBERT, H niton, Devon June2s ‘I'weed & son, Honiton 

COPELAND, RICHARD PIRIE, 8.ok3 upon Trent July 31 Paddock & Sons, Hanley 

ELIAS, MEER, Manchester July 31 Boote & Co, Manchester 

FIELD, FRANCES SARAH, South M mms, Herts July 12 Harwood & Pusey, Cannon st 

Fookp, EDWARD RUSSELL, Bognor July 10 North, Avonmore maus, Adiisun 
Bridge 

FoRD, MARGARET, Gainsboruugh July 7 Robbs & Bell, Gainshorough 

FRENCH, EDWARD AUGUSTUS, Bute st, South Kensington, Grocer July 21 Smith, 
Finsbury sq 

GLEN, ALEXANDER, Highbury rd, Wimbledon July 7 
Bloomsbury sq 

HAWEYARD, Josern, Elland, Yorks, Joiner July 19 Clarkson, Halifax 

Hospar, THOMAS, Romford, Essex July 7 Wo lley, Clement's inn, Strand 

How, BESSIE HELENA, Beverley, Yorks July 10 Russell & Co, Norfolk st, Strand 

HoyLe, MARY, Kingston upon Hull July 1 Walker & Colbeck, Hull 

ILLINGWORTH, JOHN, Bradford July 12 Illingworth, Bradford 

MARTIN, JOHN THOMAS, Norwich, Cab Préprietor Ju'y 7 Lavell, Norwich 

NUTTALL, WgLLIAM, Sheffield, Grocer July 20 Irons, Sheffield 

Owen, Rev RIcHARD, Aberystwyth July 23  Hu-hes, Aberystwyth 

PALLANT, SAMUEL JAMES, King st, Covent Garden July 10 Lovell & Co, Gray's 
Inn s¢ 

PARDOE, WILLIAM THOMAS CHILDE, Hove, Sussex July 19 Lewis & Lewis, Ely pl 

PARKER, HERBERT STROUD, Mayward’s Heath, Sussex July 18 Duffield & Co, Broad 
Strert av 

PIK#, JAMES LEE FRANC S JOUN, Penmaenmawr, Carnarvon July 12 Branson & Son 
Sheffield 

PRITCHARD, SUSAN, Montgomery June 30 Pryce, Montgomery 

ROBINSON, ELLEN, Yorks July 26 Spiok & Brown, York 

ROBINSON, JAMES, Eaglesclitfe, Durham July 26 Spink & Brown, York 

Rockk, JAMES HARWOOD, Exmouth, Devon June 30 James & Snow, Exeter 

KUSSELL, CHARLKS EDWARD, Surbiton, Surrey July 16 Howard & Shelton, Lincoln 
House, Fore st 

SADLER, HARRY BEAUMONT, Langley Green, nr Birmingham 
King’s Benc. walk, Inner Temple 

SCHWARZSCHILD, AMSCHEL, Milimay Park July 10 Spyer & Sons, Anstinfriars 

“COTT, SUSANNA ELIZABETH, Edgbaston, Birmingham July 15 Awdry, Birmiagham 

SMITH, SAMUEL, Bolton, Pattern Maker July 19 Kitson, Bolton 

SMITH, SUSANNAH, Thornaby on Tees, Yorks July 10 Faber & Co, Stockton on Tees 

SMITH, THEODORE CALLEY, Chorley Wood, Herts Aug 10 ‘Vurner & Evavs, Walbrook 

TURNER, LAURA, Hazel Grove, Chester July 6 Boddington & Co, Manchester 

WEEKS, SOPHIA MATILDA, Richmond, Surrey July 12 Rodgers & Co, Sheffield 

W8ITAKER, THOMAS STEPHEN, Breugh, Yorks July 15 Wigan & Co, Norfolk House, 
Victoria embankment 

WILLS, ELIzaBerH, Fabian rd July 10 Clare, Temple chmbrs 

Wins Rt, Ronert JOHN, Compton ter, Isling‘on July 12 Henderson, Connaught gdus 
Muswell Hill 


Donaldson, Bloomsbury pl, 


July 10 Johnson & Cy» 








Chestertield Pet June 2 


Bankruptcy Notices. 
London Gazette.—FRrDay, June 6. 


RECEIVING ORDERS. 
ABUD, CHARLES JosEPH, St Leonards on Sea High Court | BromwicH, FRANCIS HENKY, Blomfield st, Solicitor High 


Ord June 2 
Warrington Pet June 4 
Pet May 5 Ord June 2 


April 14 Ord June 2 bridge Wells Pet May 30 





BONE, DAVID HENRY, Margate High Court Pet May 1 


BROADHURST, ALICE MAUD, 


4 Court Pet May 14 Ord June 2 
Barton, HUGH, Bury st, St James’ High Court Pet | BupamN, WILLIAM, Tunbridge Wells, Tobaccon'st Tun- 


BLACKBURN, FRANCIS, Chesterfield, Derby, Confectioner ; BuRN, Capt A G@ W, Home Park rd, Wimbledon Park, 


High Court Pet May 6 Ord June2 
CORBRIDGE, WILLIAM, Higher Walton, pr Preston, L-nes 
Biscuit Dealer Preston Pet May 9 Ord June 3 
COWPER, ALFRED ROBERT, Ivybridge, Devon, Hairdrcsser 
Plymouth Pet June 3 Ord June 3 
DURRANT, WILLIAM THOM4S, Hove, Sussex, Consultant 
Buyer Brighton Pet April 21 Ord Jane 2 
EDWARDS, WALTER JAMES, Christow, Devon 
Exeter Pet June2 Ord June 2 


Ord June 2 


Warrington, Confectioner 
Ord June 4 


Ord May 30 
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Grau py, THOMAS, Mayow rd, Sydenham Greenwich 
Pet May 15 Ord June 3 
HARPER, SETH, Swansea, Grocer 
Ord June 3 

HEATH, JOHN ARTHUR, Iveley rd, Clapham Wandsworth 
Pet May 9 Ord June 3 

HELLIWELL, SeTH, Loxley, Yorks, Farmer 
June 4 Ord June 4 

HoTson, GEORGE NELSON, Havant, Hants, Saddler Ports- 
mouth PetJune2 Ord June 2 

fucks, FRANK, Eastbourne, Engineer 
June 4 Ord June 4 

Kroroer, Ernest, Friday st, Fur Merchant 
Pet June 4 Ord June 4 

LASCELLES, HAROLD LESLIE, Gloucester rd, 3 Kensington 
High Court Pet May 9 Ord June 4 

LEPPAKD, WILLIAM, Horsham, Sussex, Grocer 
Pet June2 Ord June 2 

LESTER, K CAMPBELL, Camden 
Court Pet May 2 Ord June 4 

LLOYD, JOHN AMBROSE, Conway, Carnarvon, Tailor 
gor Pet June2 Ord June 2 

LONDON AND PROVINCIAL EXHIBITIONS Company, Picca- 
dilly High Cou:t Pet Marll Ord June 4 

Lounk, JOHN, Fiskerton cum Morton, Notts, Innkeepor 

Nottingham Pet June 4 Ord June 4 

ON, Percy, \ork, Boot Repairer York 

Ord May #1 

Moses, ISAAc, Wrexham, Denbigh, Licensed Victualler 
Wrexham Pet June2 Ord June 2 

OSMENT, ARTHUR WILLIAM, The Crescent, South Totten- 
ham, Builder Edmonton PetJune3 Ord June 3 

PeALCR, THOMAS, Fleetwood, Lan s, Fish Merchant 
Preston Pet May 7 Ord June 3 

Puitiies, CHARLES Epwin, Tirphil, Glam, 
Merthyr Tydfil Pet May 24 Ord Jun 4 

PyeTt, JoserH HAROLD, Crosby, Lancs, Joiner 
pool Pet June 2 Ord June Zz 

RATCLIFF, EDWARD JAMES, Hove, 
Pet June4 Ord June 4 

RATCLIFFE, JAMES WILLIAM, 
Bridford Pet June 2 

Scott, Rospert, North Walsham, 
Norwich Pet June2 Ord June 2 

SHarp, ALBERT EDWARD, Leicester, [ronmonger 
ter Pet June3 Ord June 3 

Hines, GeEoRGF, Bradford, Fish 
June4 Ord June 4 

SPENCER, WILLIAM, Bootle, Grocer 
23 trd June 3 

STERGE, RoOPeRT, s#radford, 
Pet June4 Ord June 4 

THOMAS, DAVID ARTHUR, Swansea, Colliery Agent Swan- 
sea Pet June2 Ord June ? 

rHOMAS, REES, Penygraig, Glam, ' nderground 
Pontypridd Pe. June 3 Ord June3 

TiLBROOK, WILLIAM, Haverhill, Suffolk, Coal Mer-hant 
Cambridge Pet June 4 Ord June 4 

TOPHAM, ALFRED, Nottingham, Lace 
Nottingham Pet Juse3 Ord June 3 

VRAL, RICHARD, Southampton, Cab Proprietor 
ampton, Pet June 2 Ord June 2 

WARD, JOHN, Llandaff, North, Glam, Farmer 
June3 Ord June 3 

WASTIE, CHARLES STANLEY, Penrhiwceiber, Glam, Baker 
Pontypridd PetJune3 Ord June 3 

WATERMAN, HARRY, Gravesend, Kent, 
tochester Pet May 19 Ord June 2 

Worry, Huon Trevor, St Ives, Cornwa!], Muse Teacher 
fruro PetJune2 Ord June 2 

Woop, EDWARD SAMUEL, Crowborough, Sussex, 
runbridge Wells Pet June3 Ord June 3 

Wricht, JOBRN, Bourne, Lincoln, Builder Peterborouch 
Pet May 31 Ord May 31 


Swansea Pet Juno 


Sheffield Pet 


High Court Pet 


High Court 


Brighton 


eq, St Pancras High 


Ban- 


Ma 


Yet May 31 


}rocer 
Liver- 


Suilder Brighton 


Bradford, Ladies’ Tailor 

Ord June 4 

Norfolk, Publican 
Leices- 


Frier Bradford Pet 


Liverpool Tet May 


Pork Butch r 


Bradford 


Haulier 


Manufacturer 
South 
Cardiff Pet 


Confectioner 


Baker 


Amended Notice substit»ted for that pub'ished in the 


London Gazette ot April 15 
W OOLNOUSR, 
April ll 


EDWARD, Leeda, Entertainer Leeds Pet 


Ord April 11 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


AnUp, CHARLES JosErn, 8t Leonards 
Theatrical Manager June 17 at 1 
Carey st 

ANDREW, THOMAS WILLIAM, Lincoln, Tailor 
12 Off Ric, 10, Bank st, Lincoln 

BALHATCHET, 1HOMAS MORRIS, Southsea, Fancy Draper 
June 16 at 12 145, Cheapside 

BARTON, Hvueu, Bury st, 8t James June 16 at 12 
ruptey bidys, Carey st 

BLAKE, MORGAN DIX, Cambridge June (6 at 12 
f, Petty cury, Cambridge 

Bons, DAVID HENRY, Margate June 17 at 12 Bankruptcy 
bldga, Carey st 

BRIDGESTOCK, WILLIAM, March, Cambridze, Glass Dealer 
June 14 at 11.15 The Griffin Hotel, March 

BROMWICH, FRANCIS HENRY, Blomfield st, Solicitor 
16 at1t.30 Bankruptcy bidzs, Carey st 

Burn, Capt. A. G. W., Home Perk r!, Wimbledon Park 
June 16at1 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

CooMBE, HILDA SUSANNA, Plymouth June 16 at 3 
Buckland ter, Plymouth 

DURRANT, WILLIAM THOMAS, Hove, Consultant Buyer 
June I4atill Off Rec, 124, Marl orough pl, Brighton 

EDWARD, WALTER JAMES, Christow, Devon, Butcher June 
18 at 2.45 Off Rec, 9, Bedford circus, Exeter 

CHILBERT, JOSIAH, Middlesbrough June 14 at 11.30 
Rec, Court chmbrs, Albert rd, Middlesbrough 

Greey, THOMAS, Grove rd, Hounslow, Ironmonger June 
16at12 Off Rec, 14, Bedford row 

livcks, FRANK, Eastbourne, Engineer June 17 at 11.30 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Kipp, Jouy, Waterfoot, Lancs, Jeweller June 17 at 12 
Town Hall, Rochdale. 

KRORGER, ERNest, Anson rd, Cricklewood. Middix, Fur 
Merchant June 18 at 12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

LASCELLES, HAROLD LESLIE, Gloucester rd, South Ken- 
sington June 18 at 11.30 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 


on Sea, Tate 


June 19 at 


Bank- 
Off Rec, 


June 


3) 7 


Off 


| 








Bankruptcy bidgs, | 
| MASON 





LEPPARD, WILLIAM, Horsham, Grocer June 14 at 11.30 
Of Rec, 124, Marlborongh pl, Brighton 

Lester, K CAMrVBELL, Camden sq, 8t Pancras June 1S at 
11 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

LONDON AND PROVINCIAL EXHIBITIONS COMPANY, Picca- 
dilly June 17 at 11 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Mason, Percy, York, Boot Repairer June 16 at 3 Of 
Rec, The Red House, Duncombe pl, York 

MUSGRAVE, THomMAS LRoNARD, Tynemouth. Cabinet 
Maker June 17 at 12 Of Ree, 30, Mosiecy st, New- 
castle upon Tyne 

RATCLIFFR, JAMES WILLIAM, Bradfurd, Ladies’ 
June 14 at 1t Of Kec, 12, Da e st, Bradford 

RICHARDSON, NEIL STEWART, Shornecliffe, K-nt 
at12 Off Rec, 684, Castle st, Canterbury 

SuarP, ALBERT EDWARD, Leicester, Ironmonger June 14 
at 11 Off Rec, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 

SHIRES, GEORGE, B adford, Fish Frier June 16 at 
Off Re*, 12, Duke st, Bradford 

SPENCER, WILLIAM, Bootle, Lancs, Grocer June17 at 11 
Off Rec, Unien Marine bldgs, 11, Dale st, Liverpool 

STIDDER, JAMES GEORGE, Harrow, Engineer June 16 at 3 
Off Rec, 14, Redford row 

SUTCLIFFE, LEWIS, Rochdale, Cotton Warp Sizer 
at 11.30 Town Hall, Rochdale 

THOMAS, ReES, Penygraiz, Uuderground Haulier June 17 
at11.15 Of Rec, St Catherine's chmbrs, St Catherine 
st, Pontypridd 

THORPR, GeoRGE HERBERT, Coventry, Carpenter June 
16 at1l Off Rec, 8, High st, Coventry 

VEAL, RICHARD, Southampton, Cad Proprietor June 10 
at 11 Off Rec, Midland Bank chmbrs, High st 
Southampton 

WASTIE, CHARLES STANLEY, Penrhiwceiber, Baker Jun 
17 at 11.30 Off Rec, St Catherine's chmbra, St Cathe® 
rine st, Pontypridd 

WATERMAN, HARRY, Gravesend, Confectioner 
12 115, High st, Rochester 

Woop, EDWARD SAMUEL, Crowborough, Sussex, 
June 14 at 12 Of Rec, 12,1, Marlborough 
Brighton 


Amended Notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of May :0: 


FILMER, ALFRED EDWARD MORGAN Price, Acton In, 
Acton, Boot Dealer (as previously gazetted) 


ADJU DICATIONS, 


ANDREW, THOMAS WILLIAM, Lincoln, 
Pet May 31 Ord May 31 

BLACKBURN, FRANCIS, Chesterfield, Derby, Confectioner 
Chestertield Pet June 2 Ord June 2 

BROADHURST, ALICE MAUD, Warrington 
Pet June 4 Ord June 4 

BROGDEN, ALFRED N, Southend on Sea, Horse Trainer 
Chelmstord Pet Mar 28 Ord June 4 

BROWNING, HANWORTH STEPHEN, Colville ter, Bayswa‘er, 
Theatrical Proprietor High Court PetApril16 Ord 
June 2 

BupeEN, WILLIAM, Tunbridge Wells, Tobacconist 
bridge Wells Pet May 30 Ord May 30 

CowrEr, ALFRED ROBERT, Ivybridge, Devon, Hairdresser 
Piymouth Pet June 3 Ord June 3 

DoWTHWAITES, Ropert Evwaro, West Bridgford, Notts, 
limber Merchant Nottingham Pet May 9 Ord 
June 3 

EDWARDS, WALTER JAMES, Christow, 
Exeter Pet June 2 Ord June 2 

HARPER, SETH, Swansea, Grocer Swansea Pet June 3 
Ord June 3 

HELLIWELL, Se7H, Loxley, Yorks, Farmer 
June 4 Ord June 4 

HioTsoN, GEORGE NELSON, Havant, Hants, Sad Iler 
mouth Pet June2 Ord June 2 

HvuckS, FRANK, Eastbourne, Engiace 
June 4 Ord June 4 

KROEGER, ERNEST, triday st, Fur Merchant 
Pet June Ord June 4 

LeprakD, WILLIAM, Horsham, Grocer 
2 Ord June2 

LLOYD, JOHN AMBROSE, Conway, Carnarvon, Tailor 
Pet June2 Ord June 2 

Lornyk, Jous, Fiskerton cum Morton, Notts, Innkeeper 
Nottingham Pet June 4 Ord June 4 

Percy, York, Boot Repairer York Pet May £5 
Ord May 31 

Moses, ISAac, Carnarvon, Licensed Victualler 
Pet June2 Ord June 2 

OSMENT, ARTHUR WILLIAM, The Crescent, South Totten- 
ham, Builder Edmonton Pet June 3 Ord June 3 

RATCLIFF, EDWARD JAMES, Shoreham, 8.ssex, Builder 
Brighton Pet June4 Ord June 4 

RATCLIFFE, JAMES WILLIAM, Bradford, 
Bradford Pet June 2 Ord June 2 

Scott, RoBERT, North Walsham, Norfolk, Public.n 
wich Pet June2 Ord June 2 

“HARP, ALBERT EDWARD Leicester, Ironmozer 
Pet June 3 Ord June 3 . 

SHIRES, GEORGE, Bradford, Fish Frier BradfordJune Pet 
4 Ord June 4 

SILPER, BARUCH, Stepney green, Midilx, Egg Merchant 
High Court Pet May 21 Ord June2 

STEEGE, Rosert, Bradford, Pork Batcher 
Pet June 4 Ord June 4 

THOMAS, DAVID ARTHUR, Swansea, Colliery Agent, Swan- 
sea Pet June 2 Ord June 2 

THOMAS, REES, Penygraig, Glam, Underground Haulier 
Pontypridd Pet June 3 Ord June 3 

TOPHAM, ALFRED, Nottingham Notcing>ham 
Ord Jun:3 

VEAL, RICHARD, Southampton, Cab Proprietor 
ampton Pet June2 Ord June 2 

WADE-PALMER, ROBERT REGINALD 
Norwich Pet Dec 20 Ord June 4 

Warp, Jous, Liandaff North, Glam, Farmer 
Pet June 3 Ord June 3 

WARD, WIBLIAM FRANCIS DuDLBY, Liverpool, Manufac- 
turer’s Agent Liverpool Pet April 29 Ord June 4 


Tailor 


June 14 


1l 


June 17 


June 18 at 


Bake 
pi 


Tai‘or Lincoln 


Warrington 


Tun- 


Dev_n, Butcher 


Sheffield Pet 
Ports- 
High Court Pet 
High Court 
Brighton Yet June 


Banzor 


Wrexham 


Ladies’ Tailor 
Nor- 


Leicester 


Bradford 


Pet June 3 
South- 
FAIRFAX, Norwich 


Cardiff 
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WASTIE, CHARLES STANLEY, Penrhiwceiber, Glam, Baker 
Pontypridd Pet June3 Ord June 3 

WATERMAN, Harry, Gravesend, Confectioner, Rochester 
Pet May 19 Ord June 4 

Wuitr, liven Trevor, St Ives, Cornwall, Music Teacher 
Traro Pet June 2 Ord June 2 

Woop, EDWARD SAMUEL, Crowborough, Susser, Baker 
Tunbridge Wells Pet June3 Ord June 3 

Wricut, JouNn, Bourne, Lincoln, Bui.der Peterborough 
Pet May 31 (rd May 81 

Youna, Lovutsa CAROLINE, Devonshire ter, Hyde Park 
High Court Pet April15 Ord June 2 


London Gazette.—TURSDAY, June 10. 


RECEIVING ORDERS. 


AKROyD, Frep, Todmorden, Auctioneer 
June 5 Ord June 5 

BENNETT, JOHN FRANCIS ALOYSIUS, Wigan, 
Wigan Pet June 6 Ord June 6 

BENSON, IsiD).RE, and HENRY HArT Hart, 
approach, Clapham Ju ction, Tobacconists 
worth Pet May 9 Ord June 5 

S0DLEY, ARTHUR JOHN, Exminster, Devon, Coal Merchant 
Exeter Pet June 6 Ord June 6 

BREEZE, JO3EPH ERNEST, Gloucester, 
Gloucester Pet May 21 Ord June 4 

BRIGDEN, ALFRED WILLIAM, Rochester, Insurance Agent 
Rochester Pet June 6 Ord June6é 

CHEETHAM, DIANA ELIZABETH, C iorley 
June 5 5 


Burnley Pet 


Painter 


Station 
Wands- 


Coal Merchant 


Jolton Pet 

Ord June 5 

EDRIDGE, ARTHUR CHARLES, Canlfield rd, East Ham 
High Court Pet May 21. Ord June 6 

Futon, W 8, Albert mins, Crouch Hill 
May 13 Ord June 6 

GARDNER, ALAN H, Greit Queen st, Kingsway 
Court Pet Feb 20 Ord June 6 

GoppIne, FRANCIS WALLACE, King Henry's rd, St John's 
Wood, Costumier HghCourt PetJune5 Ord Junes 

HALES, BERTIE CHARLES, West Malling. Ke t, Gen-ral 
Carnan Maidstone Pet June7 Ord June7 

HARRISON, SARAH GERTRUDE, Alcaster, Warwick 
wick Pet June7 Ord June 7 

HARRISON, THOMAS, Alcester, Warwick, Manu‘acturer 
Waraick PetJune 7 Ord June7 

HOOKER, WILLIAM GeEorG, Aylesbury, Coal Merchant 
Aylesbury Pet Jane6 Ord June 6 

IRELAND, HENRY CUBITT, Gracecharch st, Solicit -r 
Court Pet Mar 23 Ord June 6 

Lewis, THoMAS, Gilfach, Margoed, Gism, 
Merthyr Tydfil Pet June 5 Ord Jnne 5 

MASON, EDWARD, Nottingham, | Licensed Victualler 
tingham Pet May 21 Ord June 6 

McTAVisH, JOHN, Pontypridd, Tailor Poutypridl 
Juneé 0O.d June 6 

ODELL, HENRY PHILIP, Sevenoaks, Tobicconist 
bridge Wells Pet June 6 Ord June 6 

OWENS, WILLIAM JOHN, Merthyr Tydfil, Hiy Merchant 
Merthyr Tydfil Pet June 5 Ord June 5 

PATTINSON, GEORGE FREDERICK, Lanerc st, Cumberland, 
Farmer Carlisie Pet June7 Ord Jaune7 

Pearson, EpNA, Stafford Staffori Pet June 5 
June 5 

PHILLIPS, JosEPH, Downs rd, Clipton High Court Pet 
May8 Ord June 4 

SiLx, DAVID, Manor Park, Essex, Coal Merchant High 
Court Pet May 21 Ord June 5 

Sweet Joun RicHarD HENry, 
Exeter Pet June5 Ord June 5 

THORNE, JOmN, Merthyr Tydfil, Baker Merthyr Tydfil 
Pet June 4 Ord June 4 

WELLS, Harry, Navenby, Lines, Licensed Vic‘ualler, 
Nottingham Pet May 20 Ord June 5 

WILLIAM-, RICHARD, Bryaco:h, Fryncethen, nr Bridgend 
Collier Cardiff Pet Jane5 Ord June 5 


High Court Pet 
High 


War- 


High 
Hairdresser 
Not- 

Pet 


run- 


Ord 


Exeter, Greengrocer 








Do you kaow = 


Dr. LAHMANN’S 


COTTONWOOL 
UNDERWEAR ? 


If not, be advised and send for 
particulars and Free Cuttings. 


THE LAHMANN AGENCY, 
245, HICH HOLBORN, W.C, 




















AND GENERAL LIFE 
ASSURANCE OFFICE. 

10, Fleet-+ treet, London, E.C., 
10th June, 1913. 

The Proprietors of this Sosiety are requsated to tike 
notice that the D.vidend for the current year wiil be pay- 
able on Taesday, the Ist day of Julynext. Warrants for 
such Dividend at the rate of £1 4s. per share, free of 
Inc. me Tax, will be forwarded by post on Monday, the 
20th instant. The transfer books of the Society will b3 
clozed from the 16th to 30th instant inclusive. 

By Order of the Beard, 
E. COLQUHOUN, 
and Manager. 


| 4 EGAL 


Actuary 
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